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FOREWORD BY THE EDITOR 


A quarter of a century has passed since David L. Hog- gan 
wrote his fundamental work "The Forced War". It gave a 
completely new direction to research into the causes of the 
Second World War and caused a corresponding sensation all 
over the world, although it has so far only been published by 
our publishing house and in no other language than 
GermanWhile one edition after the other - recently already the 
twelfth -us, all attempts to have the work published in the 
native language of the U.S. historianthwarted - repeatedly 
under mysterious circumstancesWith this workproducedthe 
collaboration of numerous U.S. colleagues and supported by a 
uniquely extensive source material in six languages,Hoggan 
placed himselfat the head of aschool that has become 
known"historical revisionism" and has since found numerous 
disciples outside the U.S. (and even in the Federal Republic of 
Germany)Hoggan, whoturnedé6r this yearcould rightly be 
called a member of the young generation of historiansHis first 
workfollowed by"France's Resistance to the Second World- 


"1963, "The Unnecessary War" in 1974, and the first volume 
of "The Blind Century" (on America) in 1979. The second 
volume (on Europe) was to appear a year later. 

One year turned into five years. The difficulties with which 
Hoggan has to contend are familiar to his readers from the calls 
to the Hoggan Foundation.They may explain a certain bitterness 
also and especially toward the country in whose language his 
most important workshave appeared and whose historyisfocus of 
his reflectionsThis should not be surprising, even if one - like us 
- doesnot sharehis harsh judgments about the successor states 
ofthe German ReichHoggan is not a conventionalhistorianand 
certainly not a comfortable He is a revisionist through and 
through.We share his views on war guilt and on many other 
questions of recent historyWe were the onlypublisher in the 
worldthem, and we still stand by them todayBut Haggan's 
revisionism does not apply only to the war guilt question. In 
many other respects, too, his views deviate - in some cases quite 
considerably - from the conventional ones. We must not conceal 
them, even if they do not coincide with ours. Hoggan could refer 
to Adenauer (of whom he does not think too highly), who 
oncegave the apt replyin the Bundestag to reproaches that he had 
held the oppositeviewonly last year to thathe now professes to-- 
Even the opposition cannot forbid mel become wat wiser every 
year." 

We truly do not want to forbid our author anything. But we 
point out that in the first volume of this same book Hoggan 
still mentioned Rousseau and Voltaire in the same breath 
(though quite marginally), while now hehighlightsthe 
unquestionable contrast between these two lights of the French 
Enlightenmentelevates it to a kind of historical guideline, 
arriving at a continuity Rousseau - Bismarck - Hitler that is 
difficult to defendWe see another set of historical 
consequences thatledRousseauand Voltaire as representatives 
of the egalitarian French Enlightenment to the Revolution of 
1789, to democratic liberalism, and finally to BolshevismWe 
have alwaysdeclaredourselves against egalitarianismand for 
the basic human right to inequalityThat is why we 


cannotidentify withRousseau, whose "Contract social"begins 
withcompletely mistaken assertion that men are born free and 
equal For us, as for the brilliant Austrian cultural historian 
Egon Friedell (who took his own life as a Jew in 1938), he is 
nothing more than "an exalted journalist." Intellectual honesty 
dictatesallow an author's view to stand even when it disagrees 
with our ownWe cannot accept Hoggan's historical revisionism 
merely whereit suits us 

The editor of the first three Hoggan works, Dr. habil. Herbert 
Grabert, in his book Volk und Fihrung (Tibingen, 1977), 
correctly stated: "The presentation of historical material is 
always connected with a certain view and a judgment of 
history." And further: "In every case, the reader retains the 
right to comment in a positive or negative way approvingly or 
disapprovingly on a view of history." Even in the latter case, it 
is possible to "come to areassessment ofentire epochs."This is 
especially true of this 20th century, the North American one, 
which Hoggancallsnot only the blind one but a "terrible 
nightmare" The next , the 21st, he would like to see under the 
word "freedom." We agree with him. But it can only be the 
freedom we haveproclaimedunder the"return to reason" 
invokedby Hans-Jiirgen Eysenck in our anthology "The 
ImperishableHeritage" as a defense against the inhuman 
"compulsion to be equal," in the language of Rousseau: "Vive 
la difference! 

The editor 
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Preliminary Remarks1783-1983 
: AMERICA'S EXPERIENCE -A 


FOR EUROPE 


What happier circumstance could there have been for 
Europe at the end of the twentieth century than that 
itwitnessedtwo centuries the failure of American 
opportunism, relativism, pragmatism, materialism, and 
imperialism, especially since, according to Jefferson's natural 
law philosophy (see "The Blind Century," vol. I : America, 
passim), this failuretook place under optimally favorable 
environmental conditions! 

The fact that in the philosophical account of the blind 20th 
century the volume on America (by which in the 
vernacularUSA is meant)is in first placepurely 
chronologicallydoes not mean that the American contribution 
to the Western civilization of our days is greater than the 
European contributionExactly the opposite is the case: the 
USA not only devastated large parts of Europe during the 
20th century, but in general destroyed much more than it 
builtThe reason for putting the American volume firstis 
simply to show what Westernits central and solely vital 
European contextmust avoidthe future, especially during the 
crucial 21st century, if it is to remain successful 

The opportunity forEurope'sspiritual and _ intellectual 
recovery in the 21st century, quite apart fromall material and 
economic magnitudesincluding the recovery of its traditional 
pluralisticpolitical independence at the expense of Anglo- 
American and Soviet imperialism, is very favorable, 
provided, of course, that the hitherto dominant Anglo- 


American and Sovietinfluence is rejected 


The USA as the root of the evil 


Now every thinking person knows that English and Soviet 
imperialismwould not have remaineda serious problem for 
Europeafter 1940not beenFranklin Delano Roosevelt's (FDR| 
warmongeringUnited StatesIt is therefore perfectly clear that 
the root of all the misery of our time, namely the suppression 
of European freedom by foreign imperalismsfact the 
aggressive and _ imperialisticUnited Statesshaped by 
FDRTherefore,precisely against this negative United States 
that Europe must strike the main blowregaining its freedom 
and spiritual independence in the 21st century Until this view 
prevails in Europe, there is no hope at all for its complete 
recovery. 

Many European observers are far too naively friendly and 
tolerant in their assessment of the villainy and cruelty of the 
American plutocratic oligarchyand its leading puppets on the 
publicstage in the present stage of development of North 
AmericanRoosevelt imperialismOne of the gravest errors of 
these European observers is their inability to comprehend that 
with the final defeat and death of>>Fighting Bob" LaFollette 
and the American Progressive Movement1925, all positive 
qualities of the U.S. such as decency and honesty and any 
real chance for political democracy on the national level- 
banished from U.S. public lifemany generations, if not 
foreverHad LaFollette won the presidential election of 1912, 
instead of the infamous Teddy Roosevelt treacherously 
stabbing him in the backnot only would the United States 
have had an honest and democratic government at the 
national level forthe first time in its historybut that worst of 
all evils, American imperialism, which has 
sincedegeneratedinto greed for world dominationhavequickly 
eradicated 

First, LaFollette would have whipped through legislationto 
reverse the annexation of the PhilippinesWilliam Jennings 


Bryan had demanded against McKinley in his unsuccessful 
1900 campaign for the U.S. presidencyNot only was U.S. 
public opinion at the time overwhelmingly prepared for such 
a move, but it would have ended the U.S. political and 
military presence in the Eastern Hemisphere all by itselfThis 
would have enabled LaFollette to take the next step 
inreinstatingthe Monroe Doctrineoriginallyenvisionedby its 
principal author, President Monroe's Secretary of StateJohn 
Quincy Adams 

Restoration of the Monroe Doctrine would in turn 
haverequired LaFollette to take another step, one he would 
have been very happy to take as a 1912 presidential 
contender: repudiation of the infamous and _ almost 
criminaladdition to the Monroe Doctrine made by Teddy 
Roosevelt in 1904It was tantamount to a disguised 
annexation by the United States of the entire Western 
Hemisphere south of the Canadian  border,and 
wasimmediately understood as sucheven by the most 
important newspapers of the leading Latin Americanpowers, 
the so-called ABC states of Argentina, Brazil and Chile 

The sins of the Yankees in Mexico 


One mustkeep inthe international military and political 
situation of Latin America in 1904, when Roosevelt, by a 
unilateral power move as President, proclaimed the Roosevelt 
Amendment (itvirtually never overridden de facto and de 
jure only 1945 at the Inter-AmericanConference of 
Chapultepec, after most of the damage had already been 
done). When President Rutherford Hayescarried outI877 the 
third unprovokedinvasion of Mexico by the USA (the 
previous two took place in 1846 and 1853, whileUSA used 
the tyrannical psychopath Benito Juarez from its base in El 
Paso todestroythe wise regime of the Mexican Emperor 
Maximilian1867), he forced the Mexican dictatorPorfirio 
Diazchoose between his abdication and his transformation 
into ade facto USA puppet. Diaz, of course, chose the latter 
option. He was still Mexico's dictator when the Roosevelt 
Amendment was proclaimed in 1904. And when his corrupt 


regime I 9 II WAS finally overthrown by Francisco Madero 
(who was later assassinated on the orders of the U.S. 
ambassador), more than half of all U.foreign investment- 
Mexico (the U.S. was then - like Tsarist Russia - a so-called 
debtor country, in that all U.S. foreign investmentwaslessa 
third of Europeaninvestment in; Mexico under Diaz was a 
colony of U.S. economic imperialism)fourth unprovokedU:S. 
military invasion of Mexico began only I 9 I 4 when one of 
the most ambitious and deceitful American imperialists, 
President Woodrow Wilson, seized Mexico's second largest 
city, Vera Cruz, several months before theSarajevo 
crisismanipulated by British imperialistsled to the outbreak of 
World War I in Europe 

North American aggression against Latin America, which 
in factdates back toPresident Thomas Jefferson's 
grossviolation of international law in acquiring Louisiana 
from Napoleon I by purchase, even though the latter was 
obligated to Spain by international treatynot to cedethe 
territorya third power, as Jefferson well knew, was largely 
accelerated by the unprovoked U.S. war of aggression against 
Spain in 1898.The U.S. not only took away the Philippines 
from Spain in Asia, but also annexed Puerto Rico, still a 
hotbed ofanti-U.S. resentmenttodayand confined supposedly 
liberated Cuba to a U.S. protectoratethat possessed much less 
autonomy than the so-called Reich Protectorate of Bohemia 
and Moravia of March 1939 (since 1898, the U.S. has 
continuously owned the Guantanamo military base in Cuba) 


Roosevelt's Predatory War Against Colombia 


While the USA, following its naked war of aggression 
against Spain, supported the English against Russian 
imperialism for reasons of profit (also for the Roosevelt 
family's narcotics trade) in Chinapersuaded England tojoin 
ininvalidation ofthe Clayton-Bulwer Treaty of i8sowhich, in 
building a canal through the Central Americanisthmus to link 
the Pacific and Atlantic Oceans, had granted England and the 


USA equal rights without the consent of third parties (these 
were, in this case, the countries of Latin the treaty was very 
similar to the German-Soviet one of 23.August 1939 very 
similar)The Hay-Pauncefote Treaty of 1900 (so named for 
U.S. Secretary of State John Hay, whohad beenAbraham 
Lincoln's private secretary, and British AmbassadorSir Julian 
Pauncefote) gave the U.S. the right tobuild the canal on the 
condition that of all other nations (including Latin American 
nations) only England would receive treatment as the most 
favored nation for its ships, whether those of the state or 
private.This later wentso farunder President Wilson that, 
before the outbreak of World War I, even preferential 
clearance for U.S. coastal shippingin the Panama Canalwas 
abolishedfavor of England 

The proposed canal's route had not yet been finalized, let 
alone built (itfinally opened in 1914), when in 1901, after the 
assassination of President William McKinley by the 
notorious Polish anarchist Leon Czolgosz, Teddy Roosevelt 
became U.S. presidentHe rejected the proposed canal route 
through Nicaragua in favor of the less inviting onethrough 
Colombian territory, which the French had tried before 
without success (what is now Panama then consisted of the 
five northern provinces of Colombia)A contract for the 
construction of the canal wasnegotiated between Roosevelt 
and the Colombian legation in WashingtonBut in Colombiaas 
in the United States, ratification of international treaties by 
the Senate was essentialTeddy Roosevelt had been 
extraordinarily arrogant and stingy in negotiating the treaty, 
offering only the same amounts in absolute terms that France 
had granted Colombia a generation earlier, beforehuge 
international demonetization began inthe 1990s with massive 
gold discoveriesvarious parts of the worldThe Senate in 
Bogota, of course, opposed Roosevelt's unique stinginess, 
and so the Colombian legationin the United 
Stateswasinstructed to negotiate a new treatyat least tookinto 
accountdevaluationhad since taken placeprinciple, the 
government of Colombiahadalreadyagreed tothe construction 
of the canal by the United StatesIt was merely trying in the 


normal wayobtain decent and honorable terms 

USA President Theodore (Teddy) Roosevelt (TR), 
however, wasneither decent nor honorable He had in 
common with his fifth cousin, Franklin, known in history as 
four-term President FDR, besides the name, the fact that their 
family fortune had come from the Yankees' nefarious opium 
trade with China under the protection of the English 
bayonets. And indeed, Teddy - like the later President FDR - 
had very much of a pirate about him in the tradition of his 
special friend and confidant, the then leading U.S. banker 
John Pierpont Morgan, whoproudly flew the black flag with 
skull and crossboneson his magnificent private yacht Corsair 
in honor of the British pirates in his family tree.Instead 
ofgrantingColombia decent and honorable termsTR hired a 
gang of international criminals to stage a fake coup in 
PanamaAnd when the Colombian Navy left the port of 
Cartagena to summarilyput downthe rebellion, TR had U.S. 
warships block its path 

This cold-blooded, unprovoked 1903 U.S. attack on a 
peaceful American neighbor, the Republic of Colombia, was 
at once an international crime and a crime against humanity 
of the gravest kind. Staging the revolt in Panama and 
dispatching the U.S. fleet over thousands of nautical 
milescost much more than the modest demand Colombia had 
made in value equal to the amountalready approved by 
France a generation agoThe conclusion is inescapable that 
TR, who - much like his cousin FDR - was an extreme and 
highly arrogant racist in the sense of English Social 
Darwinismwanted to humiliate the "Colombian 
muckrakers,"impose U.S. imperialist domination on them, 
and divide their land forever (dividing other peoples' lands is 
the U.S.'s favorite imperialist pastime in the 20th century). 


Philippines raid 


A year later, TR took advantage of the so-called little 
Venezuela crisisannounce the outrageous Roosevelt 


Amendment to the Monroe Doctrine, whichde facto annexed- 
twenty sovereign states of Latin America, as it were, by a 
stroke of the penThe crisis hadtriggeredby the legitimate 
claims of English and German creditors in Caracas (in the | 
6th century Spain had transferred economic control over all of 
Venezuela to the Augsburg banking house of Welser as 
security for loans granted).More dangerous was the so-called 
Great Venezuela Crisis of 1895, which almost led to war 
between England and the U.S. because U.S. imperialists had 
tried in vain to impose their point of view on English 
imperialists in a South American border dispute This time TR 
led the world of the 20th century into crimes against peace 
and against humanity, just as it had been his fault alone that 
the USA had invaded Asia and especially the Spanish 
Philippines. 

Shortly before the outbreak of the Spanish-American War 
of 1898, TR held the position of Under Secretary of the Navy 
under President McKinley, the very same position that his 
cousin FDR requested from President Wilson, received, and 
held from 1913 to 1920, when heran against Harding 
inpresidential election as a formula partner of Democrat 
CoxTR took advantage of the absence of his superior, 
Secretary of the Navy Long, to approve, on his own and quite 
unlawful initiative, the advance of Admiral George 
Deweywho, from theHong Kong _ roadsteadby friendly 
Englandattacked with the U.S. Far East Fleet the most 
important Spanish base in the Far East, Manila, which had 
been continuously in Spanish possession since Magellan's 
famous circumnavigation of the globe in the early 16th 
century.A few days after President McKinley, in an 
international act of criminalaggression, illegally asked the 
U.S. Congressdeclare war on Spain,denyingwith cold 
premeditation the Spanishoffermade two days earlier 
tocapitulate to the U.S. without war and cease the 
effort,restore orderCuba, where U.S.-hired privateers had 
beenoperatingwith shamelessinsolencesince 1895, one 
couldread reportsNorth American press ofDewey's brilliant 
naval victory against the aging Spanish fleet at ManilaFew of 


these readers had ever heard of Manila, and none could 
imagine what ithad to dowith the supposedly 
philanthropicAmerican war to supposedly liberate CubaHad 
there suddenly been huge discoveries of gold in the Spanish 
colony of Rio de Oro in Africa, one may be sure that the 
rapacious Yankee imperialistswould have turned up there too, 
on orders from their chief adviser, the Alfred Thayer Ma- han 
disciple in the doctrine of naval imperialism and chauvinism, 
Teddy Roosevelt, and proclaimed,they must nowliberatethat 
part of Africa in the name of a questionable American 
democracy and a more than questionable international legal 
order (which latter justificationservedgenerations of English 
imperialists to justifytheir predatory conquests all over the 
world) 


The Luzon Genocide 


The U.S. public was also never informed that TR, of his 
own authorityhad authorized Admiral Dewey _ totake 
theexpelled leader of the nationalist Filipinos, Emilio 
Aguinaldo, to Manila andmakehim the  cold-hearted, 
premeditatedlyfalse promise that the U.S. would support him 
in his self-chosen role as George Washington of the 
Philippines in return for his help in partisan operations 
against the Spanish. Like the other Social Darwinists and 
especially the British imperialists, TR did not think it 
necessary to keep promises, no matter how solemnly made, 
when they had been made to people of "lesser origin." In the 
following bloody war of the USA against the Philippines 
from I 899-1 902, which inevitably resulted from Roosevelt's- 
treacherousness, on the main island of Luzon, according to 
the body count of USA GeneralFunston, no less than 640000 
people were found to havebeen killed in cold blood 
onFilipino civilians alone, inside and _ outside the 
concentration camps, by so-called professional soldiersthe 
USA, but also released criminals and so-called Indian 
hunters.This was more than twice the number of deaths in the 


later German concentration camps during the whole period 
from 1933 to 1945, asrecordedofficial statistics of the 
International Committee of theRed Cross in Geneva (the Red 
Cross had observers in all German campsdid the Vatican)so- 
called water torture, the U.S. preferred torture for Filipino 
prisoners, resulted in an astronomical number of deaths 

That was Teddy Roosevelt's contribution to history in 
general and to Western civilization in particularAnd yet, in 
all the textbooks used in middle and high schools in the 
supposedly free USA, he is praised as a true progressive and 
a great humanitarian. 

The other Roosevelt is even worse 


TR cheered loudly when the Japanese attacked the Russian 
naval base at Port Arthur in 1904 without prior warning or 
declaration of war. They did it with warshipssupplied 
exclusively by Englandsecret clausethe Anglo-Japanese 
Treaty of Alliance of 1902and accompanied by senior British 
naval officers (the alliancelasted 20 years and wasdeclared 
over by both sides at the 1922 WashingtonNaval 
Disarmament Conferencewhich they were compensated with 
other concessions by the US).The Japanese attack on Port 
Arthur was completely unprovoked and _hadno 
justificationinternational lawNevertheless, Roosevelt reit as 
in the proving of a brave little fellow in his first fistfight 
Throughout the Russo-Japanese War (1904-1905), TR took 
assiduous lessons in judo and karate from Japanese friends, 
including his favorite former Harvard University classmate. 

In 1941, Uncle Sam had to put the Japanese shoe on the 
other foot when the Japaneseattacked the U.S. base at Pearl 
Harborduring the imperialist era of Roosevelt cousin FDR in 
perfectly legalretaliation for theblockade irresponsibly and 
illegally imposed on Japanby FDR in July 1941 This was no 
surprise to FDR, who, thanks to deciphering the Japanese 
secret code, was as aware of the impending attack as 
Churchill. But FDR _ refrained fromwarning the U.S. 
commanders at Pearl Harbor, Kimme! and Short, fearing that 
an alert might cause the Japanese high command to change 


its plans and thus deprive FDR, the lifelong civilian, of the 
opportunity to become a shining war heroThus, in the FDR 
mythology (loosely based on Orwell's "big brother" in his 
utopian novelso much cited recently because ofthe - 
arbitrarily chosen - date I 984), the day of Pearl Harbor 
became a day of infamy. Indeed, on that December7, 1941, 
FDRhad already surpassedthe magnitude of theoutrages 
committedby his terrible cousin TeddyHethusbecome the 
most promising candidate in the worldwide contest for the 
title of number Iwar criminal ofall time. 

At the same time, and as a logical consequence of one fact 
from the other, FDR had thus become by far the most popular 
U.S. president of all time. In this, too, he had surpassed his 
very popular cousin. He was - as our investigation finally 
reveals - the perfect embodiment of the imperialist- 
plutocratic U.S. oligarchy that Bob LaFolettehad vainly 
sought to challenge and destroythe name of genuine political 
democracythe first quarter of the 20th century 

The transition of the U.S. from a conspiratorial and anti- 
democratic political system of depravityand corruption to an 
honorable, free society had been thwarted, and henceforth the 
traditional U.S. political regime headedtowardthe height of its 
depravity, which it reached under FDRBecause all his 
successors were his epigones, it has remained at this point 
like the Roman Empire,establishedby two political opponents 
of the Roman Republic, Julius Caesar and his great-nephew 
AugustusPrecisely from this emerges the need for Europeto 
prepare itself for the 21st centuryIf you Europeans eliminate 
the imperialist tyranny of the Americans in Europe, you can 
therebyenable theand reasonable Americans, of whom there- 
still a good manyfree themselves, just as the English were 
able to free themselves - at least temporarily - from their 
master class by following the example of Sam Adams, 
Patrick Henry and Thomas Jefferson,successfully challenged 
the imperialist tyranny of England in America in the 18th 
century. 


A striking analogy 


I remember well the astonishment among all my listeners 
about a remark ImadeMay 16, 1964, in the course of an 
informational lecture to a group of writers and publicists at 
the "SchwarzwalderRestaurant" in Munich, after Ihad spoken 
the night before, likewise in Munich, to a larger circle about 
contemporary historical revisionismI merely mentioned the 
obvious fact (obvious at least to the countless 
informedprogressives like myself) that the German soldiers in 
June 1944fightingbetween the hedgerows of Normandy not 
only for Germany, but at the same timefreedom of America 
and for the independence of Europe 

Perhaps the mystery would have been completely cleared 
up for my astonished Munich listeners if I had beenable to 
explainsome detail the obvious and historically valid analogy 
- in Spengler's true sense - with the situation in England 
during the American Revolutionary War of1775-1783The 
Rockingham Whigs in England at that time believed - quite 
rightly, according to my honest conviction - that a victory of 
the English and Hanoverian invasion forces over the 
American independence fighters under George 
Washingtonenable the then English Prime Minister Lord 
North to introduce the Bolingbroke doctrine of the patriot- 
king foreverThis doctrine hadbeen promulgatedat the end of 
the Seven Years War ( 17561763), when Lord Bute was 
Prime Minister, with the intention ofrestoringthe monarchist 
power of the Tories in England under George III with slogans 
such as "Allpower to the King's men" after the so-called 
"Glorious Revolution" of 1688broughtanti-Catholic, 
mercantile oligarchy and the Whig-friendlypart of the landed 
gentry topower at the expense of the Stuarts.(Historian 
Winston Churchill claimed to have sided with the Tories 
against the Whigs in the 17th century). 

The Howe brothers, as military commanders of the 1776 
Anglo-Hanoverian forces(one as naval commander, the other 
as army commander)fighting against George Washington in 
the Battle of the City of New York, were WhigsThey 


sincerely hoped that, despite necessary military retaliation by 
England for theAmerican challenge of 1774still officially 
called the Intolerable Acts), the American freedom 
movement would not be crushedThey wished that the Tories 
under Lord North would be stopped in their claim to 
unrestricted political power and that the American 
Revolutionary Warwould be endeddiplomatically negotiated 
settlementEnglanddriverrespect to American foreign trade, 
which in fact occurred in 1783 

George Washington, however,more proficient and 
experienced inacquiring landed estatesprices than in winning 
battlesDespite all the later military advice of the Prussian 
Colonel von Steuben, who at least 
succeededintroducingconventionalmilitary disciplineamong 
the colonists, Washington nevercommandedlarge units of 
troops with successIt took all the military resourcefulness of 
English General Howe to prevent Washington and his entire 
forcefalling into captivity on Long Island in 1776Having 
finally succeeded, with the greatest difficulty, in letting 
Washington escape, General Howconfronted with the 
sensiblel777 campaign plan of the colonial minister in 
LordNorth's Tory cabinet, Johnny Germain. It seemed for a 
time that not even the Gehriider Howe could prevent defeat 
as a result of Washington's military spoiling of the American 
dream of freedom. 

The London Plan of Operations of 1777 envisioned athree- 
prongedmilitarymovement thatwould haveinevitablyled tothe 
partitioningand finishing off of the American colonists’ zones 
of resistanceA combat force under General St. Clair was to- 
advanceeastward along the Mohawk Valley toward the New 
York State capital on the Hudson,Albanyoriginallylaid 
outDutch West India Company. Another force under General 
Burgoyne was set from Canada, where General Sir Guy 
Carletonhad defeatedthe American invadersunder Generals 
Montgomery and Arnold I 77 5- I776a brilliant campaign- 
General Burgoyne's troops were toadvancealong Lake 
Champlain (named for the famous French commander in 
Americal 7th century) to join those of General St. Clair at 


Albany. The third and strongest column was to be led by 
General Howe himself up the Hudson from New York to 
Albany. clear to the Howe brothers that such a campaign, if 
the orders were properly carried out by the three 
commanders, would lead to an inevitable English victory and 
the crushingthe American independence movement 

After all, in 1777 the population ofwould later become the 
United States (like theGaul described by Julius Caesarin 58 
B.C.E.) was divided into three parts: one third was in favor of 
American independence, another third wished for English 
victory (Canadian Toronto consists mainly of their 
descendants), and the last third, consisting mainly of 
members ofthe traditional peace churches (Quakers, 
Mennoni-ten, Brethren congregations) and of German, 
Swedish, and Dutch Americans, was neutral and 
indifferent.This latter attitude was also thatAmerican 
commanders Montgomery and Arnoldhad encounteredamong 
the French-Canadian population of the province of 
Quebecduring the invasion of 1775: English speakers 
wereregardedindifference, displeasureor disgust, whether 
theywere American freedom fighters or English imperialists 
Both groups enjoyed a_ well-deserved reputation for 
insolence, arrogance, and, above all, a brutality that was hard 
to match. 


Why the Scots hate England 


the balanced judgment of the preeminentAmerican 
chronicler of America's colonial origins, Thomas Jefferson 
Wertenbakerwasobviously correct that without the Scottish 
settlers in America, including those expelled from Scotland 
and Ulster, George Washington's cause would have been 
irrevocably doomed despite all the unofficial English help it 
received from the Howe brothers 

In the spirit of historical truth as Clio loves it, American 
independence was actually won by accident by the victorious 
18th-century English commander, the Duke of 


Cumberlandwho, in 1746, after English artilleryhadcut down 
the otherwise invincible Scottish infantry at 
Cullodenfamously ordered, "Stalk the wounded Scots now 
and kill them!" 

Wounded Scots were scattered throughout the villages 
after the battle, where theyhadfound refugewith patriotic 
Scottish farmers and other rural residents Cumberland's 
orders led to mass murder in the best Oliver Cromwell style 
of defenseless civilians and 


wounded Scots in large parts of Scotland. Such was the 
savagery that Scotswere hanged simply forthe <i/t, the 
traditional garb of the mountain Scots, much asIrishmen were 
killed in Ulsterunder England's Queen Elizabeth I for wearing 
their customary green. At that time, the slogan of the official 
English murder burners was "Irishman, go to hell or 
Connaught!" (as the bogs in the West are called, where it is 
impossible to live). 

It was at Culloden that the seeds of hatred were sown in 
1746, some 30 years before the formal adoption of the U.S. 
Declaration of Independence, which, as Wertenba- ker has 
convincingly shownkept the Americanfreedom movementall 
times, even if itsometimes did not seem so during the 
American Revolutionary War from I 77 5 to 1783. 

In fact, this legacy of Scottish hatred of all things 
Englishremainedso strong that it manifested itselfvery 
clearlylater years in USA presidents of Scottish origin such as 
Andrew Jackson (1829-1837)Not only’ did he 
crushPakenham's Napoleonic veteransat the Battle of New 
Orleans1815, but he later hanged harmless English merchants 
in Florida for no discernible reason, which crimesare- 
incomprehensible given that Florida was then stillunderde 
jure Spanish sovereignty.Another of these Scottishpresidents 
was James Knox Polk (1845-1849), who annexed Texas and 
the northern half of Mexico on the pretext that otherwise the 
hated English imperialists would have seized that landIt was 
also Polk who told his Scottish secretary of state, later U.S. 


President James Buchanan (1 8 57-1 861 ), during the highly 
explosive and dangerous Anglo-AmericanOregon Crisis of 
1846, when the third war between’ the’ two 
powersseemedinevitable for many months"You've got to look 
John Bull straight in the eye!" 

This shows what a decisive role the consciousness of 
victory over the hated English plays for the Scots. One of 
their favorite historical heroes, Robert the Bruce, had 
destroyed the English enemy at Bannockburn in the 14th 
century in a battle that WinstonChurchill, in his two-volume 
workHistory of the English-Speaking Peoples, called 
theworst military defeatentire history of EnglandScottish 
secret weapon leading to victory at that time were the long 
bScots, feeding onoat groatssufficient strength to draw, but 
which, if they fell into the hands of the Englishnouse to them, 
because they, feeding on bread and cheese,not have the 
strength to draw themThearrows shotwith these bows 
penetrated the chainthe Anglo-Norman invaders like a 
knifebutterThe later secret weapon of the Anglo-Norman, 
which brought about victory over the otherwise feared French 
in such famous medieval battles as those of Agincourt and 
Crecy, was nothing more than a somewhat shortened version 
of that famous Scottish long bow which brought Robertthe 
Bruce great fameput an end tothe constant predatory 
incursions of the Englishinto a free and independent Scotland 
for a full glorious three centuries 

The Gehriider Howe knew that England's imperialist 
establishment had a heavy hand in its treatment of 
incompetent, disloyal, or just plain hapless English military 
commanders. Just recently - r 7 57 - Admiral Byng 
hadbeenpublicly tortured and executedas punishment for the 
inevitable defeathehad suffered inthe naval Battle 
ofMajorcaduring the Seven Years' War(for which, in fact, the 
First Lord of the Admiralty in London bore responsibility - 
without being punished, of course)The GehriiderHowe hoped 
that their well-earned military reputation and their many 
political friends in London would spare thema similar fate as 
the Admiral despite their disloyalmilitary behavior in !777 


In that year !777 they loaded their troops onto overseas 
ships and, instead of marching upstream in the Hudson 
Valley, moved them from New York (then the third largest 
American colonial city and set for the English ta- ries) to 
Philadelphia (the largest American colonial city and equally 
Tory-friendly) This was only a distance of 90 miles by land, 
but considerably farther by sea. The Gehriider Howe knew 
that they could not be driven out of Philadelphia because 
their force was too strong-even if the other English armies 
failed-and because Washington's general talent was 
insufficient to do so They could therefore afford the luxury of 
lightened security in Philadelphia, relax, even enjoy 
themselves in the consciousness of duty done - as they 
understood it. The colonial population was enthusiastic, 
overwhelmingly Tory-friendly, and in awe of the English 
gold that the Gehriider Howe spent so lavishly on their and 
their troops' supplies and entertainment 


A wholly incompetent general: George Washington 


Johnny Germain's infallible military operational plan of] 
777 was turned into a worthless piece of paper by the disloyal 
Gehriider Howelt hardly needs mentioning that in the 
absence of the Howes and theirmain Anglo-Hanoverian 
force, and especially in that of the militarily proverbially 
hapless Washington (who in his entire life succeeded only in 
the two insignificant skirmishes of Trenton and Princeton), 
the American colonistswere able toconfront, defeat,and 
destroythe weaker Anglo-Indian-American forces under St. 
Clair and BurgoynelIn fact, it was the surrender ofEnglish 
General Johnny Burgoyne to American General Horatio 
Gates at Saratoga/New York in 1777 thatgaveU.S. envoy in 
Paris thenecessary persuasive powerhis negotiations with 
Louis XVI and especially his wife Marie AntoinetteBenjamin 
Franklin, already at the venerable age of 7 years, but still very 
active, succeeded in convincing the French royal 
coupleAmerican Revolution gave their country the best 


opportunity for revenge for the fact that the English Tories 
under Lord Butepeace concluded in Paris in 1763brazenly 
and insatiably seized all French possessions in North 
America and Asia (with a few exceptions such as the Indian 
port of Pondichery) 

was, aS everyone knows, this French entry into the 
American Revolutionary War of 1778, followed by the entry 
of French allies such as Spain under the Bourbons and the 
Netherlands under the House of OrangehelpedAmerican 
independence movement to victorymovement was met with 
indifference, even hostility,a large part of the population and 
had the misfortune ofat its military head the richest of all 
colonial Americans, butwas proverbially known _forhis 
military incompetenceGeneral George Washington (he had 
extensive land holdings in eight of the /3 colonies fighting 
England, but refused to give even a penny to his troops 
starving at Valley Forge while he pestered the Continental 
Congress with requests for pay raises and other benefits for 
himself, the same Congress to which his widowed mother 
complainedher stingy son was deliberately trying to deliver 
her to starvation). 

Frenchmen fought for the freedom of the USA 


The most important event that followed was 
unquestionably the York-town/Virginia campaign of 1781. 
ISO years later, Marshal Philippe Petain was able to visit the 
battlefield when he waspersonal guest of President Herbert 
Hooverat the White House1931 on this anniversary of the 
great Franco-Americantriumph over the tyranny of English 
imperialism, a gesture that was repeated to no famous French 
military on the 200th anniversary of the Battle of Yorktown 
in 1981 by President Ronald Wilson Reagan 

The American victory of 1781 wasmade possiblenot only 
by the French Admiral DeGrasse's defeat of the English fleet, 
thus deprivingthe English commanderland, General Lord 
Cornwallis, of indispensable supplies, but also by the fact that 
there were many more French soldiers in the trenches in front 
of the English defensive positions at Yorktown than 


American soldiersThe surrender of General Cornwallis, at 
which the military band marched dashingly forward playing 
"The World Turned Upside Down," put an end to Lord 
North's government as well as to Tory domination of 
EnglandIt also put an end to the doctrine of the "patriotic 
king- George II, whocontinued toruleover the kingdoms 
ofEngland and Hanoveruntil his death! - 
820butbecamecyclically insane and did not even know his 
own name during half of his subsequent reign 

As for the defeated Cornwallis, he wasrichly rewardedby 
Lord North's liberal successors for his surrenderat Yorktown, 
whichhad enabledthe Whigsreturn to powerFor many years to 
come, Cornwallis held the glorious office of viceroyin India, 
which the English had stolen from the French at the Peace of 
Paris in 1763England was able to bring thecontinuingwar 
with France, Spain and the Netherlandsa draw without any 
particular difficulty thanks to its worldwide naval superiority, 
holding harmless the Dutch merchant marine, which was 
seized in its entiretyafter acompromise peace was concluded 
with the young United States1783England's economic 
conditionsinto account 

Thus, the analogy can be quickly and easily madethe 
German soldiers who faced "Yanks" and British Empire 
forces between the hedgerows of Normandy in June 1944 
during World War IIfightingnot only for the independence of 
Europefrom both Soviet and Anglo-American imperialism, 
but also for the freedom of the United StatesFrom the 
standpoint of the author and many of his even shoddier 
colleagues, this freedom would have meant the possibility of 
attempting, for once, the application of political democracy to 
U.S. politics on a national scalesense that"Fighting Bob" - 
LaFollette longed for in the first quarter of our 
century. Thisdeniedhim at the critical moment of 1912 by the 
singular betrayal of plutocrat and former USA President 
Teddy Roosevelt, who never again reached that post thanks 
to Bob's oppositionTR died in January 1919 with a curse on 
his lips for then-President Wilson because the latter, who 
personally hated him without bounds, had refused togivethe 


self-styled "Rough Rider"command or any _ military 
useallduring World War Iin France 


Dealing with communists - 60 years ago 


It must be emphasized that TR was not only a sham 
progressive, a wolf in sheep's clothing, who - 
violatedeverything he still possessed of personal honor by 
betraying LaFollette without rhyme or reason, after having 
voluntarily supported him since his return from Africa and 
Europe in 1910, but that he alsodeserved- like the other 
Roosevelt a generation later - the world title inlying for 
constantly and deliberatelybreakinghispromises solemnly 
madebefore the entire American electorateFor example, 
before, during and after the 1904 election campaign (the only 
one in which hefaced the electorateas a_ presidential 
candidatehe admittedly did not even receive half of the votes 
of all registered voters), he had repeatedly promised that he 
would respect the tradition, established by Washington and 
Jefferson and now hallowed, that a U.S. presidentmay only 
hold office for two termsBecause, as deputyPresident 
William McKinleywhoSeptember 14, I 901he had himself- 
almost his entire second termhe promised with the same 
hypocrisy that under no circumstances would he run again for 
the highest office in the state if only the voters helped him to 
victory in this election campaign (of 1904). The voters did 
their part in this political deal, but TR sold them for fools - as 
usual. 

Of course, Bob LaFollette was aware many years before 
the 1 9 I 2campaign that he was dealing with an arch-villain in 
TR, which raises the question of moral relativism with 
respect to Bob's acquiescence in Teddy Roosevelt's political 
support in the period from 1910 to 1912. It may be illustrated 
by a later example. In 1924, Bob ran for the Independent 
Progressives under difficult conditions against the candidates 
of the two established parties, the Democrats and 
Republicans, who wereharpingon their euphoricnonsense 


about U.S. "military victory."In fact, the military role of the - 
United States in World War I was insignificant, because it 
was Marshal Fach and the French who gave the 
ImperialArmyhard timewith the Second Battle of Mars in 
July 1918and contributed to the decision (that the U.S. 
military role in Europerelatively modesteven during World 
War II - see D. L. Hoggan,The Myth of the New History, - 
Nutley/N.J.,1965, Introduction, passim-isilluminatedas by the 
proverbiallocomotive headlight in Kennedyfamous1961 
speech on the erection of the Berlin Wall,when he compared, 
as crudely as inaccurately,Soviet Union at the Battle of 
Stalingrad of 1942/43 with the United States at the Battle of 
Bastogne duringGerman Ardennes Offensive of December 
1944). that time, then - I 924 - the young Communist Party of 
the USA offered "Fighting Bob" endorse and supporthis 
campaign against the Republican-Democratic establishment 
of the twenties She received the cutting reply, "I would prefer 
to lose a hundred battles without you than to win one with 
your help." This should be an ever obligatory article of every 
American'shallowed political creedConsideringperiod from I 
917 to 19 3 3 the U.S.refused to recognize the USSR 
diplomatically, this would also undoubtedly have occurred 
had it not been for that infamous ideological bouleversement 
of the U.S. which the cynical, corrupt and criminal FDR 
accomplished in 1933 by establishing relations with Moscow 


The end never justifies the means 


The way out of the dilemma of when toengage in limited 
political cooperation with those "whose morals are not pure" 
(to quote the stern reprimandissued byU.S.Supreme Court 
Chief JusticeJohn Marshall to his cousin, President Thomas 
Jefferson, when the latter's confidential letters to Italian 
Jacobin Philip Mazzei became public) isnot so difficult to 
understandthe context of"Fighting Bob" LaFollette's 
politicalphilosophy. In his I 9 I I political autobiographyhe 
explained it as succinctly as possible: "In politics, it is better 


to take no side than to take one only halfway."In other words, 
in politics - contrary to the doctrine of the failedand exiled 
Republican FlorentineNiccolo Machiavelli - the end is 
determined quite precisely by the means one uses to achieve 
itThe Machiavellian rule that the end justifies the meansis 
decadent nonsense of the Italian Renaissance, much like the 
proverbial English balance of power, which theory was 
derived from that principleIndeed, if the means employed are 
not ethically sound, the end is automatically corruptedand 
deprived of the ability to achieve itAnyvictory wonBob 
LaFollette in the1924 presidential campaignwith Communist 
help would have _ beeninvalidatedof the progressive 
ideologyandits demand for public decency and_ free 
institutions. The Communists never believed in one or the 
other, as Bert Wolfe laterconclusively demonstrated in An 
Ideology in Power. 

On the other hand, when Bob LaFollette was elected to the 
U.S. Congress from the state of Wisconsin in the 1980s, he 
knew that Czar Thomas Reed, the Republican Speaker of the 
House of Representatives, who possessed dictatorial power 
toselectmembers of the crucial congressional committees, 
was just as much a cynicalscoundrel and lying rascal as he 
later recognized TRHad Bob LaFollette been as fantastic- 
fanatic of ethics as the refined Henry David Thoreau (1817-1 
862), author of the natural philosophy diary " Walden," he 
would havehad to declinehis nominationfor the House of 
Representatives primarily on the ground that he was far too 
fine a man to sit on a committee headed by Tom Reed.Such 
unqualified ethical purity as embodied by, say, the Indian 
fakir, however, stands in the way of any practical action in 
our worldBob LaFollette wasaffablehis relationshipCzar - 
Reed and was therefore allowed to become a member of 
various committees, gaining invaluable experienceLater, 
when Reed's successor as Speaker of the House, "Boss Uncle 
Joe" Cannon (Illinois), challenged the essence of Bob 
LaFollette's progressive movement spread across the country, 
the latter acted quickly and had no qualms about crushing 
Cannon's political power once and for all, just as he had done 


with party bigwig Philetus Sawyer in Wisconsin and as 
would have happened to another bigwig, Tom Reed of 
Pennsylva- nia, under similar circumstances.Bob LaFollette's 
superficial commitment in his relations with Tom Reed 
during the 1980sor with Teddy Roosevelt in the years 1910 to 
1912, when the latter betrayed Bob LaFollettenot interfere 
withgoals he pursued, as cooperation with the Communists in 
1924 inevitablywould have 

Bob LaFollette was first and foremost a practical politician 
and, in addition, a disciple of Jean-Jacques Rousseau, even if 
he did not emphasize this as emphatically later as he did in 
the days of passionate discussions amonghis fellow 
studentsHe was a student of Rousseau in the same full sense 
as the national champion of Germany's early Romantic era, 
Ernst Moritz Arndt, who, as a student at the (until 1815 
Swedish-Pomeranian) University of Greifswald800/, wrote 
his doctoral thesis on Rousseau. 

Rousseau had everything to offer these national leaders of 
Germany and America. One need only pick outa few - 
highlights from Rousseau's monumental and unique 
contribution to Western culture.In his "Treatise on the 
Sciences and Arts" (1750), he demonstrated that the 
degeneracy in these fields in the late Baroque and Rococo 
periods did more harm than good to culture His "Treatise on 
the Origin and Foundations of Inequality among Men" (1754) 
denounced this fragile and artificial culture. In his epistolary 
novel "Julie or the New Heloise" (17611), he sweptasideall 
the superficial nonsense of rococo  sentimentalityand 
eloquently extolled the splendor of sexual love In 
"Gesellschaftsvertrag" (1762), he brilliantly expounded his 
democratic doctrine. His educational novel "Emile" ( 1762) 
put forward an effectivephilosophy of educationThe "Creed 
of a Savoyard Vicar"contained in this novelcleared up in 
particularthearchaic points of view ofa hollow theocratic 
legalism, typical in those days for Catholics, Anglicans, 
Calvinists, Lutherans and other followers of Judeo- 
Christianity, and gave the West a powerful natural 
religion.Finally-but not least-Rousseau'sConfessions 


(1781),publishedonly three years after his death, in contrast 
to St. Augustine's work of the same name with its exacting 
confession of sinoffers usan impressively reasonable 
examination of his own errorsIt is undertaken with a 
perceptive power and depth that surpasses anything ever 
conceivedthe neurotic Viennese inventor of so-called 
psychoanalysis, Sigmund Freud 


The principle of free enterprise 


According to the irrefutablefindings of contemporary 
Sumerologistswe owemuch more tothe Sumerians, whose 
empireconsistedmainly of 19 city-statesjust the invaluable 
asset of writing and the first cities on this earth, including the 
economic system offree enterprise.It had been lost during the 
early Christian era (beginning with the famous price and 
wage freeze decrees of the Roman Emperor Diocletian) and 
only — recentlyrediscovered(historically | speaking) by 
Rousseau's great and magnificent contemporaryFranc;ois 
Quesnay (1694-1774)This personal physician of Louis XV, 
with his major work "'Tableau economique" (Economic 
Survey)published in 1758, provided90% of the ideas for the 
book of the Scotsman Adam Smith (1723-1790) "Inquiry into 
the Nature and Causes ofWealth of Nations",1776which is 
erroneouslyconsideredEnglish-speaking world as the modern 
source of classical economics and the economic system of 
free enterprise. That - incidentally - in the struggle of "high 
values against massification" (toquotethe famous 
formulaused by Hans Grimm during his lecture tour of 
England in 1937) Adolf Hitler also advocated free enterprise 
throughout his life can be largely deduced from his well- 
known speechdelivered inSeptember I 944 to a group of 
prominent German industrialists and entrepreneurs on the 
subject of economic theory.It goes without saying that Arndt 
and LaFollette, like Hitler, were defenders of what the 
Sumerianscalled their best tradition of free enterprise, and 
that they knew their Quesnay as well as RousseauThese were 


the deeply educated national leaders of yesterday and the day 
before, and not those brutish, vulgar, and ignorant puppets 
whom a million-circulation worldwide U.S. news 
magazinechose from among the world's statesmen to share 
the title of "Man of the Year" it bestowed(I 98 3): Reagan and 
Andropov. 

If we take the whole ofEngland'sintellectual traditionfrom 
the Norman Conquest of1066, which threw England back 
into barbarism after the earlier splendor of the Saxon- 
Northumbrian Renaissance, to the French Revolution of 
1789, where are there any real contributions to Western 
civilization that can be compared with the briefly mentioned 
Rousseaus and Quesnays?answer to this is perhaps the title of 
the seminal utopiannovel published by the Englishman Butler 
in 1870:Erehwon (you have to read it backwards: nowhere). 


Wake up the German Michel! 


If the invasion of Normandyhadbloodily repulsed in 
1944and the Roosevelt tyrannybeen overthrownfortiesinstead 
of being prolonged into the eighties, history would 
unquestionably havetakendifferent courseBut this does not at 
all mean that today European resistance to U.S. imperialism 
required a bloody confrontation of this magnitudeJust as 
Romenever faced a serious challengeuntil the day of its 
collapseafter the famous Second Punic War and Hannibal's 
invasion of Italy in the third centuryB.(the crushing Roman 
defeat at Cannae took place in 216 B.C.E.), so the U.S. never 
experiencedanything worthy ofdesignation of a real warafter 
its murderous Civil War of 18611865. In that Civil War, the 
death toll of American forces on both sides was eight times 
that of World War II (relative to the total population). And 
even this supremeU.S.wareffort wasmade easier forthe 
ultimately victoriousNorth by the fact that the British 
supplied itabundantly (and at a good profit) with war 
materieldenied to the South, which was held in strict 
blockade 


The U.S. never had to face a challengecomparable tothat 
successfullyFrance in World War lor the unfortunate one for 
GermanyWorld War II (as described in my book "The 
Unnecessary War," the German defeat in World War II, 
despite all heroism in the Homeric sense of the word, was 
almost entirely due to the work of the two-thousand-year-old 
German traitor elite; Margret Boveri (1900- I 97 5), in her 
four-volume work "Treason in the 20th Century," initially 
tried toCentury," Margret Boveri initially tried to prove that 
treason in World War II had not been a predominantly 
German phenomenon, but ultimately came to the opposite 
conclusion) 

The clear fact is that the imperialist systems of both the 
United States and the Soviet Unionaretoday veritable paper 
tigers and more than ripe for collapself, for example, the 
West Germans were to develop even a quarter of the civil 
courage mustered by the French of our day, this small but 
additional contribution alone would be capable of 
underminingand destroyingboth the system of American 
imperialism in Europeand that of Soviet imperialism, which 
would collapse of its own accord without the support of the 
U.S. system 

Whether it will be possible towake upthe German 
Michelhiscaused bytreacherous German upper classis, of 
course, a question that nobody is able to answer with 
certainty But it is theoretically impossible to counter an 
attempt in this direction with insurmountable justifications. 
The main problem is the treachery of the elites, which- 
frustratedevery major political effort of the Germans- 
exception only of those of Frederick theGreat and 
Bismarck.But there is another, though not so important, 
problem: the hitherto incurable, puerile addiction of wide 
German circlesthe winners in every matter of importance, 
right or wrongIn contemporary German accounts of World 
War II, the German Wehrmacht is described as if they were 
foreign invaders, while in the same accounts the Allied 
forcesincluding the U.S. bombers called "Liberator" (liberasif 
in derision (probably because theytheir victims from their 


homes and workplaces or even from their lives), appear as 
freedom fighters sparing no effort or sacrifice to carry out 
their altruistic project, the liberation of suffering Germany 

This flourishing nonsense is the direct consequence of an 
innate deficiency in the mind of the German national 
character: that aforementioned obsessionto get on the 
winning side at all costs and to sacrifice everything for it, 
even self-respect, dignity, truth, and, in general, all those 
virtueswithout which a real culture is unthinkableUnder these 
circumstances, it cannot be surprisingGerman contribution to 
historical science and literature in the long years since 1945 
has been almost nil, although Germany has traditionally been 
the home of the world's greatest historians, such as Barthold 
Niebuhr, David Friedrich Strau8, Leopold von Ranke, Georg 
Gervinus, Oswald Spengler, and many, many moreTheodor 
Mommsen, for example,considered byhis peers to be the 
greatest expert in Romanhistory of all time, and at both 
Oxford and Cambridge, the best history of the English Civil 
War in the 17th century is considered to be that written by 
Ranke 

It is bitter to have to admit that Winston Churchill was 
absolutely right with his cynical remark: You have the 
Germans either at your throat or to your 
feet. This is because the individual German is a lion in war, 
but a coward in peace, while the French are known for their 
civil courage, which requires more bravery in peaceful times 
than in warlikeWhy can this virtuebe taught tothe 
neighboring Germans? 


It's not too late! 


The question is rhetorical. Its positive answer is prevented 
above all by the propaganda of U.S. imperialism, which 
hammers into the Germans that the Frenchcrazy, that they 
will lose everything in the long run, and that for the 
overwhelming majority of dear, good Germansnaturally 
expected todetestBismarckKaiser Wilhelm II and Hitler, there 


is only one way to avoid a Third Punic War: put on their 
usual slave clothes and make a serious effort tobecome the 
5th/ state of the USA. 

Such bad and thickly applied propaganda can, of course, 
only be received by political fools. But unfortunately, with 
very few notable exceptionsGermansbeen just such political 
foolsthroughout their known history, which factwas 
taughtpatience and thoroughness to the American 
establishment during World War Ilby its "German" 
advisorsThis explains the slide of the Germans from their 
brilliant leadership position in Europe at the time of the 
Hohenstaufen or Golden Bull (1356) to an insignificant, 
divided, politically worthless and impotent territory six 
centuries later 

This could happen in spite of the proverbial excellent 
reputationthe Germans generallyenjoyfor their cultural 
creativity, for their energy and their technicalabilities, 
precisely because the Germanswere and always have been 
political foolsautomatically rejectany uplifting criticism from 
their friendsbut patientlyswallowthe floods of negative 
criticism, laced with the cheap sweetener of flattery, are 
contemptuously drilled into them by their enemiesBecause 
the Soviet Union, with its 270 million inhabitants, is 
ethnically composed of Russians by less than a third, the 
Germans are still the most numerous, powerful and creative 
people in EuropeA whippersnapper could 
haveledthemrenewed successafter their military defeat1945, 
had they only been willing to see reason Is it too late for that 
now? I do not see why. 

It is time that the French, today Germany's best friends in 
the whole world, give real help to the few politically capable 
Germans to re-educate their German neighbors (the so-called 
"re-education" of the Germans by the Americans has never 
been anything but a premeditated cynical invention to kill the 
soul).If the French and their German allies, finally waking up 
and on their guard, could bring about this miracle, the whole 
world would benefitWestern culture, which - according to 
Spengler - has its foundations between the Ebro and the Elbe, 


wouldblossomanew in all its original gloryThe nightmare of 
the artificialseparation of the sources of power from those of 
culture would be over Then the West would have heroically 
survived the blind and shameful American, the 20th century. 
The 2 1. could dawn in the splendor of a new morning. 


First chapter 


A NEGATIVE LEGACY FOR EUROPE: 
CHARLES DARWIN (1809-1882), KARL MARX 
(1818-1883) AND SIGMUND FREUD (1886-1939) 


The American or Blind Century 


The overthrow of the Lord N orth regime after the Franco- 
Americanvictory at Yorktownl 7 8 I gave the English 
oligarchy, relying on a very small percentage of the 
population (from 1688 to 1832 an electoral law was in force 
which gave the vote to less than 3 percent of the adult 
population), a period limited to about ten yearsenjoya 
somewhat relaxed political atmosphere with some 
libertarianprospects for the upper classes.Then the unhappy 
country was inundated by the hysteriacaused byfoolish 
reaction of its citizens to the events of the French Revolution 
of 1789 In this inglorious epoch for the English, they 
trampled on their true interests, which admittedly did not 
occur to superficial observers in the period after Waterloo 
(1815). Indeed, it tookappearance ofThe Fall of the British 
Empire (London, 1969, passim) by Colin Cross for even the 
most obtuse observersfor whom F. J. C. Hearnshaw (author 
ofGermany the Aggressor throughout the Ages, London, 
1939) and the regius professor (holder of a chair founded by 
Henry VII. founded) at Oxford University, Hugh Trevor- - 
Roper, are the best examplebegan to graspthe inevitably 
suicidalaspects of English imperialism in thatepoch which, 
historically speaking, was one of scarcity andlasted forsome 
seven generations,from its first joyous days at the time of the 


Peace of Paris in 1763 to the so-called Conference of the Big 
Three in Tehran in 1 943 (it should properly be called that of 
the Big Two, since Churchill had already succeeded in 
turning Great Britain into Little Britain by then) 

Today, when the terrible period of English imperial 
supremacy, with its mythical and deceptive Pax Britannica, 
is fortunately only a depressing memory of the historical past 
- a memory which, under no conceivable historical 
circumstancespermitted by Providencebecome reality again- 
it is possible to examine calmly the historical development 
whichbrought forth and destroyedphoenix of mightyBritannia 

One might object that the tyranny of English 
imperialismhas been replacedthe even cruder, more brutal 
and more vulgarspecter of U.S. colonial imperialism But to 
this uplifting criticism there is, fortunately, an apt reply: 
while the sinister English imperialists slowly sipped their 
cups whose tea was laced with the arsenic of self-destruction, 
the euphoric and eternally provincial American imperialists 
downed their coffee, which is not only laced with arsenic but 
overloaded with it. In other words: If the era of English 
imperialist domination was - historically speaking - relatively 
short, this is doubly true of what Henry Luce(Time, Life, 
Fortune) has calledwith accuracy rarely found in him, the 
American century, which we also mean when we speak of the 
blind century 

To say that the USA imperialists are depressed by their 
failures and thereby influenced in their nature would be a 
deliberate understatement. One will recall James Burnham, 
author of the dazzling, seminal work The Managerial 
Revolution (New York, 19411, in which heexamined- 
convincing clarity the inevitable decay of U.S. capitalism in 
the corrupt20th century (the Germans haveapt expressionthis: 
im eigenen Unrat erstik- ken|. When hepublished, again with 
great successThe Suicide of the West (New York, 1964), he 
was astonished to find that well over 90 percent of his critics 
in the U.S. agreed that he had conclusively proved that U.S. 
policy was intended to destroy the West. Indeed, they went 
further, chiding him for not emphasizing that this destruction 


of the West was, in itself, a good thing. 


From Trum to Reagan 


secret tendency of imperialism to self-destruction, which 
was never quite obvious in the case of England, isloudly 
proclaimedthe case of the USA by the donkeys of the 
established mass mediaCertainly, one can speak of the 
extremely foolish claim of world domination by the USA 
finally only since March 12, 1947, when Harry S.Truman 
(about his personal role in givingorders for the murders in 
Kansas City see.Jules Abels: The Truman Scandals, Chicago, 
1955, passim) made his cheap declaration of the Cold War 
before the U.S. Congress (see The History of the Cold War, 2 
vols., New York, 1965, passim, which was written by the 
historian at Vanderbilt University, Frank Denna Fleming, and 
published under the personal auspices of the president of that 
university and former Rhodes student at Oxford, Harvie 
Branscombe). But the disintegrationU.S. power and prestige - 
its only success, the moral and intellectual conquest of West 
Germanydoes not outweigh typical military defeats such as 
those in Korea and Vietnam - has since been so precipitous 
that the collapse of all U.S. imperialism throughout the world 
may be expected toward the end of this centurynotWest 
Germanyawakensfrom its political slumberby then 

It is an amusing observation thatpersonal assessments and 
opinion polls of professional USA court historians the 
popularity of the incompetent and corrupt Harry Truman 
increases the more the new millennium and with it the end of 
USA imperialismapproachesAlmost one would like to 
believe that they want to use the short time remaining until 
the death sentence on USA imperialism in general and on the 
plutocratic oligarchy of the USA 

In the meantime, we are left with the choice ofpeacefully 
carrying outa human dismantling of the immeasurably costly, 
grotesque and malfunctioning U.S. imperialism, or - out of 
sheer willfulnesssuffering Ronald Reagan'ssuperfluous, 


purposelessand, above all, highly destructive holocaustMy 
respect for Western culture, even towards the end of this 
particularly trying American (20th) century, is far too great to 
believe in this latter possibility of choice 


Sensible and senseless wars 


One is reminded of the Holocaust thesis of the dazzling 
Viennese cultural historian Egon Friedell (1878-1938) in his 
"Kulturgeschichte der Neuzeit" (5 vols Munich, 1927-1931, 
one of his most important works along with his 
"Kulturgeschichte Griechenlands"): Wars with consequential, 
limited aims, such as that of the United States under Polk 
against Mexico of I 846 or the Prussian one wagedBismarck I 
866 against Austria, seem almost like brilliant surgical 
operations in which some healthy flesh is sacrificed to 
remove a cancer, but whose overall result is clearly healthy, 
reasonable, and, above all, extremely successful, whereas, by 
contrast,so-called major conflicts (Friedell wrote with 
overwhelmingconviction about the terrible European war! 
618-1648| as the last two world wars, not to speak of the 
eventual world holocaust which Reagan seems destined to 
bring about, are despicable affairs which find their senseless 
end in chaos, corruption and bewildering decomposition 

For the Germans it must be a cause of deep satisfaction (of 
which, of course, only very fewmake use today) that both 
Wilhelm II and Hitler made every effort to avoid the two 
world warswhile at the same time the English imperialists, 
with unsurpassable pious hypocrisy, did everything to bring 
them about 

In this context, I cannot pass over the questionwhich, at the 
end of my only public discussion on the origins of the Second 
World War with the leading diplomatic court historian of 
West GermanyProfessor Hans-Adolf Jacobsen (1964 in 
Diisseldorf), a student from the African state of Nigeriaasked 
inimpeccableGerman: "Professor Jacobsen, you 
maintaincontrast to Professor Hoggan, that it was Hitler and 


not the British Foreign Secretary Lord Halifax who wanted 
the warLet me know, therefore, why Hitler, Goering, 
Goebbels, and Ribbentrop, when the war was there, were 
plunged into gloomy anxiety, restlessness, even depression, 
at their conference in the Wilhelmstrasse, while at the same 
time the head of the Foreign Office, Lord Halifax, according 
to one of his best personal friends in the English diplomatic 
service, Sir Ivone Kirkpatrick, was in happyconviction of his, 
to the best of his knowledge 

Duty relaxed, made jokes and drank one beer after another? " 


Heroes and saints 


Here it must be inserted that it was Kirkpatrickgivensole 
responsibility for the interrogation of Rudolf Hess when the 
latter - saint and hero at the same time - had flown to 
Scotland as an unwanted messenger of peace, and that Hess 
made his first - fortunately unsuccessful - suicide attempt 
soon thereafterA fter that he had no other possibility to escape 
the ill-disposed Kirkpatrick than to pretend to be insane until 
he proved his unchanged mental healthheight of the main trial 
before the Nuremberg Tribunal of 1945cannot be surprising 
that Kirkpatrick, with his practiced brutalityas a torturer, was 
the close personal friend of Lord Halifax, whobroke his word 
of honor toanother hero and saint, the Indian Mahatma 
Gandhi, in 1931, and who, in an occupation which the 
depravedsnobs of the English aristocracy and swornenemies 
of nature and all her glorycall"bloodysport," personally killed 
no less than 50000 head of big gameOh, if only they had 
stuck to their favorite 18th-century sport of chasing trained 
dogs at bulls, or hadcontentwith their traditionalparty-ending 
pastime ofvisitingLondon's Bedlam Asylumfor the Insane to 
torment the poor lunatics locked in cages there by poking 
them through the bars with their walking st In any case, it 
was Halifax and Kirkpatrick who shared this Anglo-Norman 
tradition of sadism taken to extremes, not Hitler and his 
closest personal friend Rudolf Hess. 


If today the foreign policy of the United States, theleading 
Western powerpossessedeven a quarter of the humanityand 
common sense of the foreign policy ofNigeria, theundisputed 
black African leader- even after the recent coup d(see H. D. 
Nelson:Nigeria, Washington/D.C., 1982, passim), the brutal 
and selfish insanity of the planned Reagan holocaust would 
be consigned to well-deserved oblivion 

way, the North American claim to world imperialist 
supremacy is likely to last far less than a quarter of the 
duration of the same English claim, because the self- 
destructive .drive of U.S. imperialismmore than four times as 
strong as that (the best account of the suicidal drive of 
classical English imperialism is given by Nesta Webster: The 
Surrenderof an EmpireLondon, 1931, passim). 


Churchill friend Nesta Webster 


Many books, some even recent, have been publishedthe 
public trialLouis XVI bythe National Convention1792-1793 
for treason in time of war, but the best account of itNesta 
Webster'sLouis XVI and Marie Antoinette (2 vols,London, 
1938, passim), a work which one of the ablest 20th-century 
historians at Oxford University, A. J. P. Taylor,describedin 
the London Times (on October 26, 1938, when the book 
appeared) as the greatest individual contributionto historical 
scholarshipby an English historian inearly 20th centuryand a 
work which, in regard to the French Revolution, made the 
famous Lord Acton seem an amateur 

When Taylor wrote the aforementioned review in 1938,he 
was at the height of his popularity in England. King George 
VI, the father of Elizabeth II, held him in high esteem. Since 
(since Henry VIII) the respective crowned ruler of England - 
appointsthe so-called regius professor at Oxford University 
(the preeminent academic historian of England corresponding 
to thepoeta lau- reatus in the field of poetry), it was generally 
expected that George VIwould conferthis title and chair 
onTaylorwhen it became vacant But the king died in 1952 


without that happening. And Elizabeth II eventually awarded 
a very mediocre English court historiannamed Hugh Trevor- 
Roper in this wayShe rejected Taylor's honest and impartial 
scholarly approach, of which his book7he Origins of World 
War II provides a typical example.Those whowitnessed the 
1961 BBC public television debate between Taylor and 
Trevor-Roper, with Roger Kee as moderator, will recall that 
in the field of history Taylorlapped Trevor-Roper like a Rolls 
Royce laps a toy car 

Winston Churchill liked Taylor's review in The Times in 
1938 because he still counted Nesta Webster among his 
closest circle of friends at the time. That was before May I - 
940, when Churchill revealed a lifelong ambition to become 
England's dictator, a 20th-century Cromwell, by persuading a 
cowed and compliant Parliamentabolishthe _ traditional 
English fundamental right of personal liberty(habeas 
corpus). When Churchill then, through his so-calledi8B 
legislationabrogatedthe English constitutional law of I 689, 
he went furtherrestoring the old absolutism of Elizabeth I and 
Cromwellthan Lord Bolingbroke, Lord North, and George III 
could ever have imagined in their wildest dreamsUntil that 
May 1940 Nesta Webster was-as she had been before I 9 I 4- 
Churchill's most reliable political ally. In 1936, she was not 
shy about publicly working alongside Churchill in the (futile) 
attempt to preventPrime Minister Stanley Baldwin, the 
Archbishop of Canterbury,and, above all, the rabidly anti- 
German For- eign Office (see Vansittart's self-biography The 
Mist Pro- cession, London, 1958, passim)led by Permanent 
Under-Secretary of State Sir Robert Vansittartgetting King 
Edward VIII,the uncle of the present Queen of England, who 
was known to be an enthusiastic admirer of Hitler.It was 
during the period of his political association with Nesta 
Webster that Churchill, in his bookGreat Gontemporaries - 
(London, 1937, passim), lavishly lavished personal praise 
onHitlerand asked Providence, if England should ever find 
itself in such a terrible position as Germany did on account of 
the cold-blooded treachery of U.S. President Wilson1918, 
that a man ofHitler'sperfect sincerityappear to lead the nation 


to stability, peace, and above all salvation from annihilation 


England's dirtiest era 


Edward VIII's formal abdication under duress in December 
1936 was purely a technicality, and the snobbish accusations 
against Wally Simpson Windsor were only a pretext, 
especially whencomparedwith the hair-raising marriage 
scandals following the death of GeorgelII in 1820, which 
resulted in no abdication at allPrime Minister Baldwin had 
used lies and deceit to get over the previous 
crisescreatedLord Cecil'sso-called peace voteJune 1 9 3 
Sandby the Hoare-Laval pactDecember of the same yearlatter 
was particularly scandalous in that it resulted from an- 
indiscretion madeby Lord Vansittart under the influence of 
alcohol to Madame Genevieve Tabouis, the political gossip 
among French journalists of the timeIt thwarted French 
policy in Italyhad been geared to a decade of equilibriumand 
brought down the strong Laval government (see D. L. 
Hoggan: France's Resistance to World War II, Tubingen, 
1963, passim)Baldwin persuaded his foreign minister, Sir 
Samuel Haaretakehis leave in December 1935 with apublic 
declarationParliament that he had conducted foreign policy in 
Paris on his own initiative and without Baldwin's 
knowledgeEarlier, by lying to the English electorate, Baldwin 
hadachievedthe largest parliamentary majority for the Tories 
everrecorded in20th century,serious because the next general 
election in England - thanks to Churchill's machinations - 
would not take place until 1945, a full decade laterBaldwin's 
gossip about poor Wally is vividly reEnglish Foreign 
Secretary Sir Edward Greygossipabout poor Belgium as the 
official pretext for England's entry into the First World 
WarThe squalor of English politics in the Churchill era 
surpassed anything comparable in the Wellington eraafter 
1815, when the Englishpoeta laureatus William Wordsworth 
complained in a famous poem in praise of the English 
dictator 0 liver Cromwell ( 1 599-I 6 58) that England had 


become a pool of stagnant water after Waterloo. 


How the French Revolution began 


Important for Nesta Webster's friendship and_ political 
association (19 I I-I 940) with Churchill are her books The 
Sheep Track (an in-depth examination of the stagnation and 
squalor in official London on the eve of the 1914 war, 
London, 1914) and Spacious Days (her unforgettable self- 
biography, published at her death, a little more than five 
years before ChurchilJ, London, 1959). Webster's The 
French Revolution: a Study in Democracy (London, 1924) 
remains the most dazzling study in English of the politics of 
the French Revolution in the 18th century.In the judgment of 
some very bold critics, this work is, among those comparable 
in all the languages of the world, the most profoundthe 
subject to which Mrs. Webster devoted exclusively thirty full 
years of her life, most of it living in France 

It is known that England in its British Blue Book (official 
publication of the Foreign Office)citedas a reason forits 
declaration of war against France in January !793 the fact that 
the French, after long deliberation and with a very small 
majority in the National Conventiondecided thatexecution 
was the only proper punishmentthe conclusively proven and 
publicly admitted treason of their royal sovereignDid no one 
in France at the time think that itwould have beenjust such a 
reason for war against "perfidious Albion"on January 30, 
1649, the Puritan usurper Oliver Cromwell, without due 
process and without proof of any treason, whipped through 
the beheading (with the hand sword) of the Stuart king 
Charles I? 

The era of the French Revolution is well knownAfter the 
stalemate and the non-binding peace at the end of the French 
war against English imperialism during the last phase of the 
American Revolution(1778-1783), in which the French failed 
to recover any of their possessions in America and Asia, 
which theyhad lost to Englandtwentyyears earlier, the French 


statewas rushingtowards bankruptcy. Louis XVI's regime 
failed to obtain financial concessions from the two privileged 
estates, the Roman Catholic clergy and the nobility of France, 
so in desperation it turned to the third estate (citizens) by- 
conveningNational AssemblyEstates General, traditional- 
Middle Ages, in May 1789 


France's first constitution 


Louis XVI and his ministers failed to present a coherent 
reform program to this bodyAs a result of this omission by 
the conventionalBourbon monarchy (whose last truly popular 
ruler had been King Henry IV, who reigned from 1589- 
1610), the radical elements in the Estates-General seized 
power in the country, helped by the storming of the Paris 
Bastille in July 1789 and the later protest march of French 
women from Paris to Versailles The latter ended Versailles' 
role as a monarchist capital, which it had played since the 
reign of Louis XIV (1643-17151). Since August 1789, the 
French National Assembly had beensomething of a herald of 
the modern age in Europe, abolishing the traditional extra- 
legal feudal prerogatives, assuring all citizens their 
fundamental rights with the Declaration of the Rights of Man 
and of the Citizen, andabolishing,under the name of the 
"Civil Constitution of the Church," the religious monopoly of 
the independent Catholic Church of France, which Louis 
XIVI 685had established byforceand blood when herevoked - 
Henry IV's pluralistic constitution! 5 98, which was far ahead 
of its ttmegone down in history as the Edict of Nantes. France 
also received a written179 I AND thus became - in contrast to 
the medieval English monarchy, which to this day manages 
without a written constitution -modern constitutional 
monarchy 

The members of the Legislative Assembly of this modern 
constitutional regime in France were without experience in 
their new task, since the previous Constituent Assemblyhad 
enactedthe prohibition of re-election.This democratic caution 


was taken from the draft constitution that Jean-Jacques 
Rousseauhad written inl773 at the request of a special 
committee ofthe Polish Sejm, but which had never been 
realized.Rousseau's very cogent theory (adoptedthe 19th 
century by the English Chartist movement) was that the re- 
election of legislatorswould leadto the artificial creation of a 
kind of parliamentary oligarchy, such as nowprevails inthe 
U.S. Congressand that the common willwoulddisregarded, 
that basic political democratic conception of modern times 
first expressed by Rousseau in his 1762bookLe Contrat 
Social (Paris and  Geneva)France's inexperienced 
parliamentarians then stumbled into an unnecessary war 
against Austria and Prussial792This misfortune occurred 
despite the eloquence of the great Maximilien de 
Robespierre, which he admittedly could develop only in the 
anteroom of Parliament, since he had belonged to the 
Constituent Assembly and was not allowed to belong to the 
Legislative Assembly by its aforementioned ban on re- 
electionLater, as president of the National Convention 
(17921795), the actual parliament of the First Republiche led- 
France to the democratic height of its revolution in the 18th 
century.The only drawback in  Rousseau'stheory of 
parliamentary self-restraint, a drawback that could easily 
have been remedied over time by instruction and experience, 
was that inexperienced legislatorscouldeasilyinduced tomake 
alarmingly wrong  judgmentscrisis situations by 
conspiratorialinterest groupsThis was precisely the situation 
that occurred when the Bourbon lobby, hoping 
torestorepolitical absolutism by the method of distractionwith 
warundertook to drive the Legislative Assembly into an 
entirely unnecessary external warWilliam Shakespeare called 
it witty: distracting rash minds with foreign bickering.The 
methodin this case despite Robespierre's efforts to point out 
the existence and pressure of this very secret Bourbon 
conspiracy 


Wilson's failure 


Robespierre knew that a foreign war, which could only 
lead to confusion and chaos, would consume all the 
energyurgently needed tocarry outthe political, economic and 
social reform program in France itselfExactly the same 
thingrepeated - this time in the United States - in the 20th 
century under President Wilson He was - like Teddy 
Roosevelt - a wolf in sheep's clothing who hated progress as 
much as he loved imperialism and naked conquest. This went 
so far that, as a political scientist, he was not afraid to defend 
the English imperialists' predatory and cold-blooded war of 
conquest against Transvaal and the Orange Free State in the 
so-called Fourth Boer War in 1899. 

Wilson had been a secret supporter of North American 
entry into the war since August 1914, but he pretended to be 
in favor of neutrality, as he professed with his lips from 1910 
to 1914, as a _ progressive, although at the same 
timeoustedhonest friends of peace such as Secretary of 
StateWilliam Jennings Bryan from his cabinet and committed 
every conceivable breach of international law to get the war 
for which he so ardently longedsituation turned into its 
opposite for Wilson in 1919, when he was blackmailed by 
one of his many extramarital affairs (a Mrs. Peck, see Gene 
Smith: When theCheering Stopped, New York, 1964, passim) 
and, with considerable negligence and incompetence, he led 
the fight to approve the Versailles Treaty and 


of the League of Nations in the U.S. Senate (cf. Thomas 
Aldrich Bailey: Presidential Saints and Sinners, New York, 
1982, passim|; when the debate began in the Senate, Wilson, 
who needed only a two-thirds majority for approval81 out of 
a total of 96 senators willing to cast their votes for the 
government plan; one can thus easily imagine how much 
incompetence on Wilson's part it took to lose this 
overwhelming majority, which had not exactlyoffered 
tohimon a silver plbecause of his personal merits.That the 
Bourbon conspiracy to stage a coup d'état during the 
artificially induced Franco-Austrian War turned into a 


boomerangis known to every connoisseur of historyIf the 
double agent and royal advisor Mirabeau had still been alive, 
this slip-up would never have happened. 


The secret of the cannonade of Valmy 


Thus, inthe first year of the constitutional monarchyFrench 
legislatorsin their cluelessnessmisunderstoodthe Platonic 
Austro-Prussian Declaration of Pillnitz (Dresden) in 1791 as 
a seriousthreat to French national — securityeven 
thoughmonarchs of Austria and Prussiawell aware that 
Tsarina Catherine II of Russia would no more approve of 
Russian intervention in France than she would of such 
intervention in America during the revolution taking place 
there (the English government of Lord North had tried in vain 
toPetersburg roooo Cossacks, knowing of them that, unlike 
the Hanoverian troops, theywould be only too willing to obey 
orders to rob and murder American patriots, just as the 
veteran troops of Louis XIV had plundered and murdered the 
Huguenots on whom theyset bytheirnot at all squeamish 
sovereign after the abrogation ofEdict of Nantes).The Pillnitz 
Declaration stated publicly in trombone tones that Austria 
and Prussia would consider intervention onlywhen all the 
major members in the concert of European powers, with the 
exception of France, had agreed to intervene The statement 
was Platonic because intervention by Russia, a major power 
in the European concert that had come of age under Peter the 
Great, was impossible under the powerful Tsarina Catherine 
II, who just then, after a life of nymphomaniac debauchery, 
had finally found satisfactory marital bliss with her last and 
greatest lover, the 22-year-old Plato Shubov. 

Duke of Brunswick, a friend of the Bavarian professor 
Adam Weishaupt and the MHanoverianBaron Knigge,- 
commandedthe vanguard ofPrussian troops entering France 
in1792(Felix Austria was busy elsewhere),sympathetic tothe 
supposedly beneficial effects of the FrenchRevolution as the 
Gehriider Howe (see above) was to the American- 


Brunswick'sclaim that he was forced to retreat by the famous 
Valmy cannonade of 1792 (Brunswick: "Here we do not 
strike!") was the exact counterpart of the decisive episode 
when General Howe allowed General George Washington 
and his men to escape from otherwise hopeless confinement 
on Long Island, New York, in 1776The so-called Brunswick 
Manifesto, used in Paris as a welcome pretextbring about the 
overthrow of the French monarchy, had in fact been drafted 
by the publicist Mallet du Pan, a royalist émigréand 
Brunswick permitted its publication only to pacify the 
troublesome French aristocrats on German soil and because 
he believed it to be harmlessly and Platonically worded. 


The Duke of Brunswick was to blame 


The overthrow of the French monarchy by the Paris mob 
led by the Republican Party took place in August 1792, while 
the Prussian troopsadvancingwestward from their main base 
in France at Verdunand before Brunswickbegan its 
unnecessary retreat from Valmy Goethe, who had received 
permission to accompany the Prussian troops on_ their 
advance in France, certainly knew what event he was 
witnessing when, after the retreat from Valmy, he declared: 
"From here and today a new epoch of world history is 
beginning." The overthrow of the Bourbons by the 
Republicans in August 1792 would have remained an empty 
gesture had the Duke of Brunswick occupied Paris instead of 
deliberately botching the 1777 Howe _ brothers-style 
campaign. Without the very desirable betrayal of the two 
English commanders, Jefferson's1776 U.S. Declaration of 
Independencealsohave remained suchempty gesture, and its 
signers would have been hanged - individually or all together 
(when wealthy Boston merchant John Hancockpressedthe 
anxious members of the American Continental Congress 
toendorse and sign the Jefferson Declaration1776, he used the 
argument: if they did not all want to be hanged together, that 
is, if they did not act together now, they would be hanged one 


by one; then he was the first to put his signature in large 
letters under the document). If one followed Spengler's 
deeper understanding of history, one would have tohold 
responsiblefor the execution of Louis XVI and Marie 
Antoinette (the queen was executed separately from her 
husband, in October 1793) their supposedally, the military 
commander of the Prussian anti-revolutionary troops and 
Illuminati honoree, the Duke of BrunswickThus, Brunswick 
would havecontributed tothe destruction of Frederician 
Prussia, which Rousseau detested, but which Mirabeau, 
author of a book in praise of Prussia published before 1789, 
and Voltaire heartily admired (after the rupture between 
Voltaire and Frederick the Great in 175 I, going back to- 
'sscandalous legal disputea favorite of the king, the Jewish 
banker Abraham Hirsehel - seebelow -, the two were 
reconciled for the rest of their lives when Frederick the Great 
won his decisive victoryworld politicsover the French army 
at Rofbach1757on which occasion Frederick wrote his 
famous mocking poem on the French commander, Marshal 
Soubise). 


When England betrayed Frederick the Great 


It was this victory that prompted the English Prime 
Minister William Pitt the Elderproclaimbefore the House of 
Commons inl759, after the arrival ofnews of the final 
English victory over the French in North America and 
Indiathat England hadable to conquer the largest colonial 
empireinworld historythanks toFrederick the Greatmilitary 
victoryFrench in Germany in1757This fact, of course, did not 
prevent Pitt's successor, Prime Minister Lord Bute, from 
stopping the payment of English aid to Prussia in 1760after 
England, concerned only with its own advantage, had 
withdrawn from the war, since its own military and political 
goals had been achievedEngland had been Frederick's only 
ally since his surprise invasion of Saxony in I 7 56, and if the 
Russian czarina Elizabeth (whom Frederick had called the 


"Messalina of the North" in one of his odes) had not died in 
1762, her son Peter [lable to imposehis famous change of 
position (after his wife Catherineperhaps not ordered but 
toleratedhis murder by the GehrtiderOrlov, she reversed the 
Russo-Prussian alliance made by Peter and contented herself 
with a simple neutrality, the most important being that the 
Russian hordes were withdrawn from East Prussia and 
Brandenburg, the same hordeshad destroyed Frederick's best 
armieswith their victories at Kunersdorf and 
Zorndorf).Without the fortunate death of Czarina 
Elizabeth(which England may not put to its credit, although it 
wasresponsible fordeath of Czar Paul I, Catherine's son, who 
was assassinated as he was about to invade India), Prussia 
would have been destroyed by the English treachery of 1760 
as surelyas Germany wasdestroyed bythe same English 
treachery in the thirties and forties of this century, in that 
Hitler was made to believe that England was for peace, when 
in fact it was preparing the Second World War. 

ThePrussian defeat at Valmydeliberately brought about by 
the Duke of Brunswickalso initiated the final sequence of 
events that led England to declare war on France on the 
transparent pretext that the French had executed their own 
kingThat -  unlikeAmerican Revolution - the 
Whigsenthusiastically sided with the Toriesopposing 
Franceclear A characteristic case is that of the Whig Edmund 
Burke, an English landowner in Ireland. He hadcheerfully 
defended the Americans from their first revolt against the 
encroachments of English mercantilism after the Peace of 
Paris of 1763 until the separate compromise peace between 
England and the United States of 1 7 8 3 (the Americans had 
then reneged on their promise, solemnly made to France in 
1778, not to make a separate peace with England but to fight 
on until France and her other allies had also achieved their 
ends). Burke had thus been on the side of the American 
revolutionaries for twenty years, but in his Reflections on the 
Revolution in France, published in I 790, he accused the 
French Revolution ofbeing a constitutional monarchyfrom 
the very beginning, even in its relatively moderatephase, and 


he went into white-hot rage against the French long before 
England declared war on them 


Jefferson loved his slaves 


This apparent incongruity between Burke's attitudestwo 
revolutions of his time so close in time is neither perverse nor 
a mysteryHe hadnot changedhis political viewseven in the 
very few years between 1783 and 1790The American 
Revolution was initially a politically reactionary effort 
toreturn toconditionsas they had existed before the Seven 
Years' WarThis was to _ beachievedby resisting the 
mercantilistinterventionsmade by Lord Grenville after 
1763includednominallylower but ruthlessly collected Empire 
taxesnecessitated by the public debt accumulated in 
England's last global war against FranceCertainly, it seemed 
to superficialobservers that Jefferson was advocating a 
radical course when he used such traditional terms from 
Rousseau's early modern "social contract"as "life, liberty and 
the pursuit of happiness" or "the proposition that all men are 
created equalU.S. Declaration of Independence of 1776In this 
apparent progressiveness, Jefferson followedhis intellectual 
mentor John Locke (16321704), who in his political and 
philosophical writingsjustified the anti-Catholic so-called 
"Glorious Revolution" following the victory of the English 
Whigs in the Battle of the Boyne of I 690 over the deposed 
Stuart king James II. 

Jefferson, however, unlike thel6th centuryFrench 
constitutional lawyerJean Bodinhadno desire whatsoever to 
abolish slavery, a social problem studiously overlooked by 
the giants of the Reformation, Luther and Calvin, to say 
nothing of the Anglican Church created by Henry VIIL.not to 
mention the Anglican Church created, whichan actively 
supportive attitude toward slaveryuntil the 18th century, 
when in the later United States more than 20% of the 
inhabitants (the Negroes)were de jure slavesandnumerous 
former prison inmates, deported prostitutesand domestic 


servantsweredefacto slaves.There were also American 
debtors' prisons at the timedating back to the workhouse 
system established by Elizabeth I, the most powerful of the 
absolutist rulers of the House of TudorNeither England nor 
the United States had de jure prison sentences for delinquent 
debtorsabolished by the mid-19thand in the United States, 
especially in the South, they remained in effect de facto for a 
century longer, until after World War II (it took just as long 
for de jure corporal punishment to be abolished in federal 
penal institutions in the United States). 

Jefferson held, as he mischievously put it, the wolf of 
slavery by the ears and could not let it go without danger. He 
appreciated certain viewpoints of the social system of slavery 
under which hehad grown upand he was content to say that 
the question of slavery was too difficult to touchJefferson 
wasso fond ofhis Negro slaves, especially those of the 
femaleseximpregnatedsome of them(in which, incidentally, 
he was no different from Washington), but he could fly into a 
rage when his numerous white tenants failed to tip their hats, 
bow, or make a deferential scrapewhen they appeared at his 
house to deliver their rents 


"Rum-and-Nigger Assets." 


Jefferson (1743-1826) was and remained the elitist 
political snob who throughout his lifecouldnotfriendswith 
Jean-Jacques Rousseauand his "common will" (the basic 
principle of any genuine and modern political democracy)Nor 
did he think much ofRobespierre (1758-1794) and_ his 
"republic of virtue," although it did reflect the ideas put 
forward by Dr.Quesnay and the many French followers of his 
physiocracy, but on condition that they were honorable and 
subject to respectable lawsin other words the exact opposite 
of the double-bottomed economic-social 
moralitycharacteristic ofthe English and American 
plutocratsletsomeonehas stolen millionsaway with a small 
fine (e.g.example, President Jackson's appointed chief tax 


collector in the port of New York, Swartwout), but punish an 
apprentice boy who has run away from his master with years 
of hard forced labor 

It is not surprising, then, that Burke, the English landowner 
whomercilessly ruledhis emaciated and destituteIrish tenants, 
was a friend of the American Revolution and an enemy of the 
French RevolutionThe former was a sham revolutionthat 
delighted in maintaining slavery (during 48 of thefirst6o 
years under the second U.S. Constitution, which - with some 
modifications - is still thebasic law oftodaythere were U.S. 
presidents who, as slaveholders, personally cracked leather 
whips on naked Negro backs).The New Englanders traded 
themselves black slaves with white liquor in Africa, making 
so much money that some rich old families in Basten are 
rightly spoken of as having "rum-and-nigger fortunes."At the 
beginning of the 19th century, slavery disappearedas obsolete 
and inappropriate incities of New York and Boston, but 
remained in the South, where the slave marketwas a 
profitable business with rising prices until the outbreak of the 
Civil War! 861. 

The American Revolution was in substance nothing more 
than a civil war within the British Empire, and it was 
triggered exclusively by the mercantilist taxation policies of 
the British government, whereas the French Revolution of 
1789 was a positive and genuine political, economic and 
social revolution that ushered in the modern age not only for 
France but for the whole worldBritishimperialists like the 
Scotsman Thomas Carlyle strivevain to discredit the French 
Revolution by chalking up to it the number of some 40 000 
political executions in the course of ten years.But at least 
twice that number of people were executed in England 
toward the end of the 18th centuryalthough only 75 crimes 
punishable by death were recorded there during that period 


The American and French Revolutions 


So it is childish for an American political scientistlike 


Felix Morley to claim that the so-calledAmerican 
Revolutionmoderate and peacefulrelation to the French 
RevolutionTell that to the third of the American 
populationremained loyal to the British Empire. When I - 
taughtthe Massachusetts Institute of Technologylate 4o's, I 
lived in Brookline, Massachusetts, in an old colonial house- 
had been occupied _ by loyalistswhenAmerican 
Revolutionbegan Its rafters could have shed tears - 
figuratively speaking - even today over the fate of its then- 
tortured occupants. My maternalDanforthancestorswere 
driven out of Massachusetts, and none of them feltsecure 
enough to return to the United Statesuntil I 840. The fact that 
eight of them earned academic degrees (see Sibley: Harvard 
Graduates, 1923ff., passim) and that one of 
thembecamelieutenant governor ofMassachusetts and as such 
had contributed most to the founding of Harvard College in 
1636, couldalter their fate ofdriven out as helpless refugees, 
leaving their possessions behind 

Although the United States at the time of the Declaration 
of Independence1776, including all slavesno morel 5 percent 
of the population of France at the same time, there were ten 
times as many displaced English loyalists as French 
emigrantslate 18th century American historians still shed 
tears over the fact that the English brutally burned down all 
the public buildings in Washington, D.C., in 1814 (the whole 
locality then had only 6000 inhabitants, one-third of whom 
were slaves). But the same historians studiously avoid 
mentioning that the English action was §aretaliation, 
permissibleunder international lawthe wanton burning 
downnot only of public buildings but also of private 
dwellings by the Americans in a much larger city, namely 
York (Ontario) , which is now called Toronto and is the 
largest city in CanadaYork felt the U.S. vindictiveness so 
cruelly because most of its residentswereformer colonial 
loyalistsand their children.The scale of atrocities in America 
from colonial times to the present (including the deliberate 
genocide of the Indians) makes the outrages of the French 
Revolutionpale into insignificancecomparison, and one can 


only wonder that in our time those bleeding-hearted 
American liberals have not had a single tear left for the io 5 
ooo French civilians slaughtered by the Communists in 1944 
under the protection, indeed with the blessing, of the U.S. 
occupation forces in France (cf.Sisley Huddleston:France - 
the Tragic Years, New York, 1955, passim). 

It is known that academic historiansdividethe civilized 
period of mankind into three main periods for teaching 


purposes: 1.) Four thousand years of so-called ancient history 
from the first founding of Sumer (about 3500 B.C.) to the 
final collapse of the Roman Empire based on Italy in the west 
(after which the Italians lost their state unity for almost 1400 
years) That was around the year soo a.d.c. 2.) Thousand years 
of the so-called medieval history from soo to about r soo CE, 
when the worldwide economic revolution and the so-called 
age of European discoveriesbegan. 3.) Five hundred years of 
so-called modern history from isoo to about 2000 CE. 

Only one of these three enormous historical periods 
experiences a really larger subdivision, namely modern 
history, and only one great sequence of events is responsible 
for this, namely the French Revolution of 1789. 


Prussia's example of fudenemancipation 


We distinguish between so-called early modern history 
(about isoo to 1789) and late modern history (1789 to about 
2000)beginning of the French Revolution in 1789 is to be 
regardedas the turning pointWould a similar distinction 
beconceivablefor the reactionary, brutal, and petty colonial 
bickeringknown in history as the American Revolution of 
1775 to 1783?It was certainly not an epochalsequence of 
events, nor a challenge to the fundamental beliefs of the 
ruling English oligarchs, who had made themselves athome 
in power! 688, after their legitimate ruler, James II.had been 
stabbed in the back by cowardly conspirators, so that the 
English Catholics, who only a century before had constituted 


the majority of the population, became fair gameand the 
Anglican Church, to which never in all its sad history of 
bloodshed and corruption had a majority of Englishmen 
voluntarily subscribed, was able to maintain its monopoly of 
ecclesiastical powerln fact, the plausible excuse for Nathan 
Rothschild's plundering of the most powerful English capital 
after Waterloo was that he needed the plunder to provide the 
Jews in England with similarly normal civil rightsalready- 
granted toJews in Prussia I 8 1 2 .It took two generationsthe 
Rothschilds to win this battle (Nathan's courier from the 
battlefield to London was faster than Wellington's; when he 
arrived, Nathan hurried tosellhis consols, the most important 
English government bonds, on the London Securities 
Exchangewhich example the most importantcapitalists 
followed, assuming that Napoleon and not Wellington and 
Bliicher had won the battlethat Nathan came into possession 
of their securities for an egg and a bread of butter) 

Disraeli, the later English prime minister, was not on 
Nathan's side in this struggle because his father had him 
baptized an Anglican Christian shortly after birth. IN any 
case, English Catholics werestill denied civil rights just as - 
Jewswere, and throughout the 19th century, in addition to the 
Anglicans themselves, Catholics and Jews, as well as 
Methodists, Presbyterians, Quakers and many others, had to- 
taxed by the Anglican ChurchUnlike Germany and 
Swedenwhere the church _ taxdividedamong all 
denominationsaccording to the number of their parishioners, 
in England only the Anglican Church received the tax money 
collected by the stateThis was the fraud called the Glorious 
Revolution.It was not rejected by the American Revolution, 
but by the French Revolution with its attempt to put 
Rousseau's idea of the common will 

If careless _observershaveinflated, exaggeratedand 
distortedthe significance of the Americanl775-1783largely 
because it occurred during the same generation of the French 
Revolution of 1789The French Revolution produced the more 
significant results falselyattributed tothe provincial American 
Revolution by U.S. chauvinists, asembodiedall the world to 


see today in that third-rate student, second-rateactor, but first- 
rate chauvinistcurrently ruling the U.S. as President Ronald 
Wilson ReaganIn fact, nowadays teachers of historyhigh 
schools in the USAgoso far as to present the French 
Revolution as a consequence of the American Revolution, 
because the latter preceded the latter by a few years in purely 
chronological terms, ignoring the real origin of both, namely 
the European Enlightenment ofr8th century, which was 90 
percent French. Century, which was to 90 per cent French. By 
the same teachers, the more marginal intellectual products of 
the American enlightener of the 1 8th century, Benjamin 
Franklin, are overrated, while they ignore the outstanding 
insights of really great figures ofFrench Enlightenment such 
as Quesnay and 

Rousseau either overlooked or attempted to diminish their 
importance. 


The Inferiority of the USA 


This is reminiscent of the Assyrian Empire of the 7th 
century B.C. under Assurbanipal, who boasted of their 20000 
Sumerian tablets in his palace library at 
Nineveh,claimedachievements of the original Sumculture as 
his own, andappropriatedthe Sumerian Epic of 
GilgameshThis feeling of inferioritybecame evident 
throughout the U.S. when they I 9 3 8fell forradio hoax of 
Martian invasionNo fair-minded observer will ever denythat 
at that time the Americans as a whole felt inferior to the 
Europeans under German leadership.One need only read the 
voluminous 1940 U.S. literature on plans todivertthe Gulf 
Stream in the Atlanticfreeze the entire European continent to 
death 

That the Enlightenment of the 18th century was primarily a 
French achievement as the breakthrough of the I 6th century 
to freedom of religious confessionwas a German one, was the 
thesis which Iexpoundedconsiderable extent in connection 
with the Western cultural programUniversity of California at 


San Francisco I 9 59not to deny, of course,that brilliant 
individual achievements of the Enlightenmentthe 18th 
centurywere accomplishedby impressively creative 
personalities such as Lomonosov in Russia, Jeffersan in 
America (especially with his posthumously published 
workscriticizingthe decadence of English history after 1066; 
Jeffersan was a Celtic Welshman, not a Celtic Englishman), 
Beccaria in Italy, LessingGermany, and Johnson in England 


The fact remains that in the vital fields of political, 
economic and social researchmajority of significant 
resultswere achievedby Frenchmen and that, conversely, the 
great reformer Jean Cauvin (better known by the Latinized 
form of his surname: Cal vin|, whose family had been French 
only two generations ago, had from his youth inherited most 
of his thought as a rightful heritagehis German brother in 
Christ, Martin LutherUnlike many of his disciples, Cauvin 
himself was honest enough to admit that this was indeed the 
case (see especially the great seven-volumebiography of 
Cauvin by Doumergue, Paris, 1926, passim) 


Questionable Voltaire 


That a great cultural and intellectual movement such as the 
French Enlightenment, with all its vigor and 
intellectualstrength, also had its dark sides, goes without 
sayingThis negative side of the Enlightenmentalong with 
others of its many weaknesses,certain important aspects of 
the work of Voltaire, who, with his "History of Charles 
XII."(early 18th century in Sweden) and especially his "The 
Century of Louis XIV"becamea modern historian of the first 
orderHis popularity as a writer in wider circles is due to his 
satirical works "Zadig," "Candide," "Mahomet," and "The 
Maid of Orleans," written with dazzling wit, the basic form of 
whichhe copied from the classic work of a much greater and 
more original thinker, theLettres Persanes (fictionalletters of 


two Iranian men living in 18th-centuryCentury Iranian 
students living in France) of Baron Charles de Montesquieu, 
who was also much greater and more serious than Voltaire as 
a historasevidencedhis work of history, The Reasons of the 
Greatnessand Decline of the Romans.On the other hand, 
Voltaire was a hopeless reactionarypolitical 
termsadvocatingunrestricted handed-down absolutism on the 
lines drawn by Richelieu, Mazarin and Louis XIVaddition, he 
was intolerant - despite all his publicly displayed tolerance - 
not only in the religious field, where he reviled Christians and 
Jews alike (his criticism of the French nobility earned him 
exile and imprisonment twice in the Bastille), but also toward 
all creative thinkers of rank such as Descartes, Leibniz and 
Rousseau 

In contrast to these intellectual greats of the Baroque and 
the Enlightenment, Voltaire was merely a giftedsecond-hand 
writerHe possessed an extraordinary skill in plagiarizing the 
genuine intellectual products of others.In his justly 
famousLetters on the English, Voltaire even went so far- 
preferscientific methodology ofSir Isaac Newton, a secret 
fundamentalist and Christian religious fanatic, to that with 
which Descartes, the dazzling forerunner of Leibniz and 
Newton, who had beena scientific geniussince his mystical 
youthful experienceUlm Cathedralenriched the worldhis 
insightsgainedbasis of a  sublimeand radiantly clear 
methodology. One may expect this exaggerated enthusiasm 
for Newton in the style of Voltaire still today among 
provincial and limited Englishmen and their intellectual 
epigones in America, but certainly not among the intellectual 
leaders on the European continent. 

The court case brought byVoltaire I 7 5 I IN Berlin against 
the Jewish banker Abraham Hirsehel, a favorite of Frederick 
the Greatcalledmost famous trial of the eighteenth century, 
albeit in a sense less flattering to the plaintiff. With forgery 
and fraud (it was not Hirsehel's fault that his equally Jewish 
competitors in Dresdenhad driven upprice of Saxon state 
bondsVoltaire's orderbuy dirt cheap), Voltaire was able to 
collect his "pound of flesh" from Hirsehel, but later Frederick 


the Great had him and his business partner arrested and 
imprisoned in Frankfurt am Main for just as long as 
Hirsehel.Lessing, who as a student of simpledesperate need 
of money, worked as a secretary and translator for Voltaire 
during the Berlin trialbut later publicly declared that the real 
culprit in this questionable judicial farce had been Voltaire It 
laid - certainly not accidentally - stones in Frederick the 
Great's path to the emancipation of the Jews (a program that 
was finally brought to its goal by Wilhelm von Humboldt, 
Hardenberg and Stein in 1812). This demoralizing and 
degrading experience with Voltaire turned the elder Lessing 
into a proponent of religious and ethnic tolerance (see David 
Strauss: "Voltaire", Stuttgart, 1941, edition with notes) 


Hatred of Rousseau 


would serve little purpose in this context to list all the 
innumerable spitefulnesses with which Voltairepersecuted 
Jean-Jacques Rousseau throughout his life (although Voltaire 
was 18 years older than Rousseau, both died in 1778, the 
same year that Robespierre, then only 20 years old, was 
fortunate enough to exploit for intensive intellectual contacts 
with the 66-year-old Rousseau).Suffice it to recall that 
Voltaire, for no apparent reason, went so far as to take up 
permanent residence near Rousseau's hometown of Geneva, 
thus making it impossible for the latter, who alwayshad to 
fearhis scurrilous distortions and insultseverreturn to the 
place of his birthfamily (consisting of his wife and five 
children, who, in order to avoid theinfluence of his 
overwhelming intellectualpersonalityconsideredunfavorable- 
placed in public educational institutions)Under these 
circumstances, and in view of the tremendous prestige and 
penetrating power that Voltaire possessed in his later 
yearscan therejustification for the claim by negative critics of 
Rousseauespecially in England, that hesuffered, to speak in 
Freud's fashionable terms, from a persecution complex? Did 
Michael Servet, Giordano Bruno, and Joan of Arc suffer from 


persecution complexes?As fiery as the flames by which these 
three martyrs were engulfed, and as real as they were, was the 
corrosive and destructive spirit of Voltaire for Rousseau, and 
certainly not merely a product of his imaginationIt was - 
incidentally - none other than the English Prime Minister Sir 
Robert Walpole (1676-1745), the father of today'stwo-party 
political system in England, (which makes special provisions 
to discourage the emergence of third parties) who, on the 
occasion of Rousseau's visit to England, started the rumor 
that the Sage of Geneva was suffering from par 

With his characteristic hypocrisy, Voltaire made the 
declaration, which had become a proverb, that even if 
hecouldapprove of anything Rousseau said, he woulddefend 
to the death his right to say itAnd yet, every time a new book 
by Rousseau appeared, Voltaire attacked him by claiming 
that every new book by him was a new cultural crime. 

Voltaire's constant slander of Rousseau was at once so 
serious and deceptive that most accounts of the two men in 
contemporary literature are influenced by it. A kind of 
compensatory justice might be found in the fact that 
Voltaire's estate near Geneva, where he devotedlike George 
Washington in America - to the rapacious exploitation of the 
local peasantry, was sold by his niece the year after his death, 
despite his hopebecomethe seat of aVoltaire dynastyendure 
the ages The niece, who had been exploited to the bone by 
her uncle during long years, knew Voltaire thoroughly and 
despised him accordingly. 

The point here is that Rousseau and Voltaire represent the 
original sources of the Enlightenment, both positive and 
negative. the spiritual origins of later intellectual leaderscan 
bedirectly related to themGiuseppe Mazzini, the great liberal 
nationalist of the Italian Risorgimento in the nineteenth 
century and champion of genuine political 
democracyaccordance withprinciple of the common will, was 
in every sense of the word a brilliant and outstanding disciple 
of RousseauThis was also true of his North Americandisciple, 
Senator Stephen Douglas of Illinois, who wasactive in- 
Mazzini'sYoung America  organization(the Vermont-born 


Douglas moved to Illinois as a young man, seeTheMazzini 
MovementAmerica, France, Germany, Italy and PolandW. L. 
Langer, ed. Report on the American Historical 
SocietyConventionSt. Louis/Missouri, December 1 9 56in 
American HistoricalReview, 1957/1). 


The rabbi scion from Trier 


On the other hand, the so-called "Red Prussian" Karl Marx 
(see Leopold Schwarzschild: Kar] Marx the Red Prus- sian, - 
New York, 1947, passim) was a Voltaire disciple in every 
sense of the word. Marx's grandfather had been a rabbi, but 
his father, for opportunistic reasons (like Benjamin Disraeli's 
father in England), convertedto Protestantism, whichwasthe 
Christiancreed of the rulers inPrussia as in Englandand had 
his son Karl baptized Lutheran in Trier (Prussia).The great 
majority of the population of Trier, as the capital of 
anarchbishopric belonging to the Holy Roman Empire of the 
German Nationwas Roman Catholic.But 1806 the First 
German Empire had ceased to exist after nearly a thousand 
years, and at the Congress of Vienna (1815) Trier had been 
annexed to Protestant Prussia.It was tobecomea military 
bulwark against the war of revengethat the British Prime 
Minister Castle-Reagh and his group of balance-of-power 
specialists expected from France after the latter had been 
militarily defeated by the Fourth Coalition under English 
leadership (1812-1815) and subsequently humiliated by the 
reinstatement of the hated Bourbons, the military occupation 
of the country by the Allies, including the Russians, for three 
years, and the deposition, imprisonment, and replacement of 
the French Emperor Napoleon I had been deposed, 
imprisoned and slowly executed by secret poisoning with 
arsenic on St. Helena. Although in 1840, during the Mehmed 
Ali crisis, it seemed thatFrance, constantly tormented by 
Englandsince I 8 1 5 , would fight back, the pusillanimous 
government of the "Citizen King" Louis-Philippe (183%- 
1848) submitted to further humiliation by England and 


capitulated again-this time without war-at the Congress of 
London of 184l,which sequence of eventsboremain 
responsibility fortriggering the massive French Revolution of 
1848, which spread through Europe like a chain reaction, 
sparing only England and RussiaIn any case, Karl Marx's 
father, who hated Judaism and Christianity as much as 
Voltaire ever had, chose Protestantism, the confession of 
those in power, over Catholicismwhich in Trier was the 
confession of the oppressed majorityHis son Karl and his 
Russian-Tatar Jewishdisciple Vladimir Ilyich Lenin are 
clearly to be assigned to Voltaire as Rousseauwasthe teacher 
of Mazziniand Douglas (on Lenin's ethnic, philosophical and 
ideological background see especially Stefan Possony:Lenin 
- the Compulsive Revolutionary, London, 1966, passim). 


Negro hater Abraham Lincoln 


Karl Marx's famous slogan that religion is opium for the 
people, a slogan that Lenin enthusiasticallyand fanatically 
affirmed, was not directed against Islam, Vedic Hinduism or 
Buddhism, but with a Voltaire-worthy concentrated and 
passionate hatred of Christianity and Orthodox Judaism Even 
today, it is the intention of the Soviet Union to achieve Karl 
Marx's messianic goal of a world without Jews through total 
cultural and political assimilation, forced or otherwise. The 
famous paintingin Leningrad's Hermitage Museum of Lenin 
pushing Christ through the goalposts of a soccer field speaks 
for itselfLikewise, Marx and Lenin both hated Rousseau's 
conception of the common will and anything thatsmackeda 
free society and a genuine and honest grassroots democracy 
in line with Ro- bespierre'sRepublic of Virtue andBob 
LaFollette'sUSA Progress movementLikewise, Abraham 
Lincoln, who was an opponent of Douglas in Illinois and 
whose Mazzini-inspired Young America movementfailed, was 
a master opportunist and liar not only in politics (cf. the 
chapter on Lincoln in Richard Hofstadter: The American 
Political Tradition, New York, 1948), but also a bloodthirsty 


racist who rejected slavery only because it was part of the 
lifestyle of the aristocracy in the U.S. South, which, as a 
white proletarian and social climber, he never ceased to hate 
until he was able to place his mediocre son Robert as a 
student at Harvard. But he hated blacks as a race even more 
than hehated his white racial comrades.Unlike Douglas, who 
gladly shook hands with free Negro politicians in Chicago, 
Lincoln disdained any personal contact with a black person 
throughout his life, and until his assassination in 1865 he 
denied them any possibility of ever enjoying equal civil rights 
with whitesHeNegro leaderFrederick Douglass in the 
northern states during the Civil War of 1861-1865 that his 
answer to the Negroes' civil rights complaints was that the 
whites of North America had suffered more by having blacks 
among them than the blacks had suffered by being whipped 
as slavesWhile Brazilabolishedslavery without war I 889 
Lincoln forced upon the North American nation the wholly 
unnecessary Civil War of1861-1865, although his secretary 
of state, William Henry Seward, until I 860 the undisputed 
leader of Lincoln's Republican party, tried in vaindo 
everything possibleavoid it (see the chapter on 
SewardAmerican Secretaries of State and their Diplomacy, 
12 vols, S. F. Bemis, ed., New Haven, 1932-1955 ). 

That Lincoln was an ardent admirer of Voltaire and 
detested Rousseau, who was the shining example for Stephen 
Douglas, knownas the Little Giant of Illinois, goes without 
saying.That, in fact, is why Douglas became a Jacksonian 
Democrat and not an anti-democratic WhigSnoblike 
LincolnOn the other hand, Lincoln was not a studiousstudent 
of political science like Mazzini and Douglas, and had heard 
what he knew of Voltaire primarily at second hand from 
Washington, Alexander Hamilton, and Henry ClayLike these 
three teachers, Lincoln knew nothing of either religion or 
romanticismlatter of which can be traced back to Rousseau as 
its original source (see Irving Babbitt: Rousseau and 
Romanticism, Harvard University Press, 1926). 

Weather vane philosopher Hegel 


In Germany, Arndt took up the tradition of Romanticism, 
which was continued up to Bismarck, Wilhelm II, and Hitler 
(see especially Friedrich Heer: Der Glaube des Adolf 
Hitler/Anatomie einer politischen Religiositat, Munich, 1968, 
passim).Marx, on the other hand, who was incapable of 
original intellectual achievementsunquestionablydrew his 
ideological and philosophical thoughts from Georg Friedrich 
Wilhelm Hegel.This weathervane opportunist, professor of 
philosophy at the University of Berlin, had changed 
hisimmediately after the military defeat of Prussia at Jena and 
Auerstedt The man who until then had professed his 
reverence for Frederician Prussia, now called the victor 
Napoleon "Woge der Zukunft" and saw in him the 
"Zeitgeist." Soon, namely after Waterloo, he had tomake- 
another turn of I 80 degreesto discover the surge of the future 
in reactionary Prussia under the mediocre Hohenzollem King 
Frederick William III. 

In his modern version of Plato's syllogistic dialectic, 
Hegel, borrowing from Vico and Herder, posited that the 
ultimate meaningofcivilization was a maximum of personal 
freedom and self-realizationalthough it is of course fruitless 
to seek the meaning of the historical spiral and the 
development of life in individual _ personal 
phenomenaAccording to I 8 I 5, Hegel had the naiveté (or 
impudence) tostrive immediately forrealization of this 
maximum of freedom in Prussia, assuming only that the 
citizens would reconcile his conception of freedom with the 
reactionary Prussian state controlled by Metternich (Hegel 
died ofcholera in Berlin in I 8 3 I, when conditions in Prussia 
had not improved one iota from those at the time of the 
decisive Congress of Vienna of I 815). 

The romantic nationalist Hitler, who wished a free German 
nationconvenea Constituent Assembly after the post-1918 
German life-and-death crisis caused by Wilson had been 
overcome, was not at all comfortable with the worship of the 
state as exhibited everywhere in Fascist Italy. The origin of 
Italian Hegelism, which Mussolini himself never professed, 
was the distinguished Florentine professor Giovanni Gentile 


(1944 assassinated). Hitler knew why he had given Mussolini 
a gift on the occasion of Nietzsche's roo.Birthday of 
Nietzschegavehis collected worksIt was Nietzsche who said 
that no state is as great as its five or six outstandingindividual 
personalitiesworshipthe state as a kind of mysticaldeity was 
an exaggeration which Hegel indulged in, a nonsense which 
Karl Marxadopted with enthusiasmAlthough Lenin r 9 r 6 
complained in a letter from his apartment in the 
neighborhood of a sausage factory in Zurich that despite 
years of patientstudyhestill had difficulty understanding the 
prolific writer Hegel, the essentials ofboth Hegel and 
Voltairewereemphatically drilled intohimby his lord and 
master Karl Marx 


... until Marx died a drunkarad's death. 


Much ado has beenmade ofMarx's cloud-cuckoo-home 
nonsenseabout the slow disappearance of the statewithout 
realizing that this supposed tenetwas a trick without meaning 
or substance, typical of Marx, which he used in this case to 
win over a_ recalcitrantcelebrity among contemporary 
revolutionaries,the Russian anarchist Mikhail Bakuninwho 
had stood on the barricades alongside Richard Wagner in 
Dresden to fight for the freedom and unity of the German 
Empire against the ignorant peasant boys in Prussian 
uniformsThissame freedom-thirsty Bakunin turned the First 
International, led by the alcoholic and sexual songster Karl 
Marx, into small potatoes (see E. H. Carr: Mikhail Bakunin, 
London, 1944, and Robert Payne: KarlMarx, New York, 
1971; Marx'smaidignorant of reading and writinghim an 
illegitimate son whotobecome an English trade union leader 
anddielI 929on the same day that his highbornwife, Jenny von 
Westphalen, daughter of the Prussianminister oftheinterior, 
gave him a_ legitimate daughter;no wonder _ that 
someoneswimmingin such emotional chaos became a barfly; 
when August Bebel, later the leader of the post-German 
Social DemocracySecond International-until his death in 


1913-once asked Marx, during a visit to his home in London, 
why he wasn't finally finishing his many-volume work Das 
Kapital, Marx shouted at him in hopeless alcoholic agitation 
"No one wanted that more than I!"; it need not be 
emphasizedthat "Das Kapital" was still a woefully unfinished 
torso when Marx I 88 3 died a drunken death at the age of 6 
5. How Gary North, in his book Marx and the Religion of the 
Revolution, Nutley/N.J., 1969, could present this degenerate 
bohemian as the model of a bourgeois family man will 
remain an eternal mystery). 


The two poles of enlightenment 


The importance of the two poles of the French 
Enlightenment, the positive (Rousseau) and the negative 
(Voltaire), was particularly clear to Voltaire 
himselfexplainshis passionatehatred of | Rousseau- 
latteradmitted with typicalfranchise brutale that he too hated 
Voltaire, and he even wrote personal letters to Voltaire on the 
subject, but Rousseau's so-called hatred, which was in reality 
only self-defense, was as clear and rational as Voltaire's 
hatred was emotional and irrational. 

Rousseau had the outward appearance of a handsome man, 
while Voltaire was short and ugly. Rousseauwas a liberal 
spirit who also respected and did not touch the freedom of 
others, while Voltaire - like Hegel, Marx and Lenin - was an 
esoteric admirer of tyranny and strove to literally destroy 
people who were not to his liking, which he accomplished 
primarily through invective and - in later years as a heavily 
wealthy man - through economic coercion, as in the case of 
Rousseau 

It is no coincidence that Voltaire was the favorite author of 
both George Washington and Frederick the Great, two 
mensharedan essential affinity of spiritOnce Washington had 
the U.S. presidency safely within his grasp, he turned against 
the semi-freedomist Jefferson (see above), the author ofthe 
U.S. Declaration of Independence, and gavea// (author'- 


emphasis) power in the new regime to Jefferson's nemesis 
Alexander Hamilton, the illegitimate son of an alcohol- 
abusing Scottish West Indianplantation owner and a French 
prostitute oflow birth 

Alexander Hamilton ( I 804 killed in a duel) was the 
apostle of"enlightened despotism". It was a more refined than 
the naked absolutism of Richelieu, Mazarin, and Louis XIV. 
Hamilton scaled the pinnacle of power at the coattails of the 
richest and most plutocratic citizen of the United States, 
George Washington. 


People = Cattle! 


The U.S. Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia of 
1787, heldin the absence of Jefferson, who was sent ona 
diplomatic mission to France, and presided over by his friend 
Washington, was an instrument of the reactionary coup d'état 
of the Federalists against the libertarian friends of the 
common will such as Sam Adams (Massachusetts) and 
Patrick Henry (Virginia). These libertarians represented the 
majority of the American electorate in 1787/88, as is evident 
from the fact that the Constitution of r 7 8 7 was 
unquestioningly adopted “r despite the fact that more 
electorshad voted against it than for it(see Charles Austin 
Beard:An Economic Interpretation ofConstitution, New York, 
1913, passim). Despite the propaganda of the USA court 
historians after 1945, no critic hasable to seriously shake- 
Beard's thesis (the only USA citizenwaspresident of both- 
American Historical Associationand the American Political 
Science Association) that the drafting and adoption of the 
Constitution of the Unitedstill in force todayconstitutea 
model of sophistry and unlawful practices in the annals of 
human civilization.Needless to say, the Assembly as such 
was illegal and not open to the public; the press was not 
admitted, although previously in the so-called "Zenger case" 
in New York the cause of freedom of the press had won a 
victoryWhen the Constituent Assembly closed, Hamilton 


shoutedthe President that famous phrase which has been the 
political creed of his entire life: "Sir, your people is a great 
beast!" (Sir, your people are a great beast!). 

Hamilton's sentiments, which he shared with most of the 
other delegates (see Max Farrand:Debates of the 
Philadelphia Constitutional Convention, 4 vols., Wa- 
shington/D.C., 1915, passim), would certainly havefoundthe 
sincereapplause of the English oligarchs and John Locke 
disciplesmanipulated theso-called "Glorious Revolution" 
(against the Catholics and for civil rights, admittedly only for 
the king, the lords and othernoblemen) and who, at the 
moment of the quoted Barnilton statementwere just eager to 
conquer the globe for themselves (regarding English politics 
after I 688 s. especially the Rhodes scholar Karl Abshagen: 
King, Lords and Gentlemen, New York, 1938, passim). 

It is not surprising that Washington and Barnilton- 
recklessly compromisednational honor of the young United 
States IN I 793 when their bosom friends, the English 
oligarchsdeclared war on France.All appearances indicate 
that the overwhelming majority of adult Americanswanted to 
givetheir French ally full support against the hated English 
imperialistsBut what did Washington and Barnilton care 
about the common willgeneral and the wishes of the majority 
of the American people in particular, especially since 
President George Washington, the largest landowner and 
slaveholder in the U.S., enthusiastically agreed with 
Alexander Barnilton's solemnly proclaimed _ political 
creedthat the people in any society, whether it consists of free 
people or partly of slaves like that of the U.S. at the end 
ofeighteenth century, are nothing but a big piece of cattle! 


... and a good woman in bed at night 


President John Adams, who governed following 
Washington and for the same Federalist party but for only 
one term ( 1797-1801) and who, while not owning slaves 
himself, defended the "peculiar institution" (as it was coyly 


called in the U.S.) enshrined in the U.S. Constitution after 
1789, expressed Barnilton's creed differently, perhaps not so 
crudely, but certainly no less clearly thus: "The average 
American wants no more than three good meals a day and a 
good woman in bed at night" (cf. John Adams: The Defense 
of theAmerican Constitution,Boston, 1787). Adams later 
claimed that he would never have written this had there been 
even the slightest expectation that he might one day become 
President of the United States (although Adams lived to be 9: 
years old - he died on July 41 826, along with Jefferson, 
namely on the 50th anniversary of his death. He was a 
hypochondriac all his life, expecting his imminent death from 
month to month even as a young man; in this respect he was 
aheavy burdenhis simple but intellectually outstanding wife 
Abigail Adams, the founder of the USA women's rights 
movement; although she was vastly superiortoher husband in 
intelligence, shenevermadethe slightest progress inefforts 
toconvincehim of the seriousness and justice ofwomen's 
rights movement) 

That John Adamshad published his book with the ominous 
phrasehim in his position as presidentany case, he only ever 
allowed himself to be seen briefly in the capital, which was 
then still Philadelphia (previously New York City) and which 
only toward the end of his administrationmoved south to 
Washington, D.C., where he ruled as the first president of the 
United States Henevertook this administration particularly 
seriously, with perhaps the sole exception of the foreign 
policy question of I 798, whetheror not to declare war- 
France'.Adams would have declared it had not the 
proposalmadehim by WashingtonmakeAdams's arch-enemy 
Alexander Hamilton commander-in-chief of all U.S. forces in 
the event of waralthough the highest ranklatter had held as 
Washington's aide-de-camp in the previous war hadthat of 
captainFulfilling the request Washington and Hamiltonmade- 
Adams as a member of their ruling Federalist party would 
have been a gross violation of conventional military rank and 
probably would havemade completethe destruction of already 
questionableU.S.militarymorale 


In any case, with or without his book, Adams would have 
remained an unsuccessful and unelected U.S. president. Not 
that Adams' performance in officewould have completely 
paledbeside that ofhis predecessor WashingtonThat wasnot 
the caseif only because of the countless personal 
blundersWashington made during his administration, which 
accelerated the rapid waning of his popularity even among 
the patriotically minded third of the U.S. population that was 
not initially opposed to him Toward the end of his second 
term, Washington was attacked vigorously, even in vulgar 
tones, by the popular press and by members of Congress, 
which he thoroughly deserved. What Adams lacked was any 
leadership ability. Except for the question of declaring war on 
France, which came to him in 1798, he left the reins of his 
government entirely to Hamilton.A few more such 
administrationsand the office of U.S. president would have 
sunk to the level of an (intentionally) empty title, as was that 
of French president during the Third Republic from 1870 to 
1940 


Equal and equal 


The trouble the U.S. got into with France in 1798 stemmed 
from the disgracefull795Anglo-North AmericanTreaty of 
Jay, which Washingtonat Hamilton's behest, had labored to 
get through Congress and sign, even though, as cannot be 
detailed here, it effectively made the U.S. a co-belligerent 
accomplice to the crimes of English imperialism against 
France in the so-called First Coalition War of 1792 to 1797 


All the trouble began when, amazingly, the US. 
leadersflatly refused tofulfillthe solemnly negotiatedterms of 
the Franco-American perpetualalliance treaty of I 77 8 in 
general, and in particular the U.S. commitment todefend- 
French West Indiesevent of war. Negotiations on the treaty 
hadbeen conductedFrench side by Foreign Minister 
Vergennes and on the American sideby the chief U.S. 
diplomatic delegate to France, Benjamin Franklin, a secret 


member of theEnglish Hellfire Club,who was, in 
addition,venomous agitator against all the Jews of the world 
(Washington and Hamilton shared his hatred of Jews) and 
one of the most reactionary political leaders at the later 
Constitutional Convention of 1787 in Philadelphia (Franklin 
said that at the opening of the convention he had believed the 
U.S. to be a setting sun, but at its close he had known it to be 
a rising sun in anticipation of Washington-Hamilton's 
Federalist coup d'état) Franklin, who like Washington was 
born poor but married rich, became the richest citizen of the 
United States after Washington. He knew Voltaire personally 
from his stay in France and revered him beyond measure on 
the common - both plutocratic and philosophical - plane, 
while at the same time detesting Rousseau. In 1778, the year 
of the U.S. alliance with France and the last year of Voltaire's 
life, Franklin personally had Voltaireblesshis grandson with 
all the mumbo-jumbo of Freemasonry(this esoteric event has 
beenhanded downby professionalportrait painters in many 
artistic depictions, several of whicharequite impressive). Like 
and like like (Franklin with Voltaire, Robespierre with 
Rousseau, both in 1778). 

In 1793, Hamilton was able to convincean ignorant 
Washington (who had no education, even though at least one 
volume of Voltaire was constantly on his bedside table), 
against the objections of a knowledgeable Jefferson, who was 
still at that time the first U.S. Secretary of State entrusted 
with the conduct of foreign policy, that the change from the 
monarchist to the republican regime in France, which was 
truly no more than a domestic political affair, had freed the 
U.S. from all solemn alliance obligations voluntarily entered 
into with the state of Louis XVIalliance which, 
incidentallyhad saved the tender-aged United States from 
becoming a victim of infant mortalityThis infamous 
intervention by the so-called Barnilton Amendmentwas in 
complete contradiction to every rule of international law as 
itfirmly establishedby the Committee of Nations in the 18th 
century by such eminent experts in international law as 
Grotius, Bynkershoek, Vattel and many, many othersThis 


violence of Barnilton prepared the field for the 
incessantviolation of international law that has characterized 
U.S. foreign policy ever since, most especially under such 
presidents as Washington, John Adams, Thomas Jefferson, 
Madison, Jackson, Polk, Pierce, Abraham Lincoln, Hayes, 
McKinley, Theodore Roosevelt, Woodrow Wilson, Franklin 
D.Roosevelt, who, according to Professor Frank Borchard of 
Yale University, the dean of American international lawyers, 
was the supreme opponent of the rule of international law 
(see especially Borchard and Lage: Neutrality for the United. 
States, New Haven, 1940, passim), and of course all his 
slavishsuccessors, i.e., all U.S. presidents since FDR's death 
in 1945 


Washington played England card 


When the first diplomatic envoy of France after the 
English declaration of war in 1793, the citizen Ed-. 


Genetarrived in the U.S. capitalvia Charleston, South 
Carolina (which was then still Philadelphia, the city 
Washington had left in 1794 during the terrible yellow fever 
epidemic to escape to his estate at Mt.Vernon (Virginia)), 
Washington had the audacity to receive Genet seated at a 
table behind which the entire wall was filled by a huge 
painting of Louis XVI, the just-convicted enemy of the 
fatherland and royal traitor whom the French had sentenced 
to death and legally executed in a due process of law that 
same yearlt was Washington's express intention thus to 
support English world imperialism, after the world 
conquerors of the 18th centuryhad beenassured inLondon, 
through Barnilton's connections with the English diplomatic 
representativetheyenjoyedthe unqualified esteemand 
admiration of the President of the United States, which 
Washington sought to prove by inflicting a mortal insult on 
the First French Republic, a government whose aidbeenthe 


indispensable condition forattainment of U.S This ugly and 
hostile effort turned out to be a complete success. 
Washington hadanticipatedNietzsche's19th-century dictum 
that in public as in private life, small favors are repaid with 
gratitude, but large favors are repaid with ingratitude 

that Washington hasbehaved coldly and contemptuously 
towardGenet, the accredited envoythe United States'only ally 
in the world, since his first conversation withThis happened 
shortly before Washington, fearing that Genet's popularity 
with the American peoplemightquickly exceed his 
owndeclared himpersona non gratatrifling pretextpatriotic 
Americans such as General Rogers Clark, who had saved the 
part of the United Stateshistorically known as"Old - 
Northwest," the later states of Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, 
Michigan and Wisconsin,from domination by English 
imperialists,persuadedby Genet's eloquence regarding 
Rousseau's common will, the abolition of slaverythe French 
insular colonies in 1789, and their ideologicalcrusade for 
human rights tofund volunteer seamen to enable France to 
successfully counter English control of American watersThis 
had been successfully done twelve years earlier, in 1781, 
under Admiral DeGrasse, when this naval warfare eventmade 
possible the victorious Franco-American campaign at 
Yorktown that brought down the English Tory rule of Lord 
North and made possible the success of the American 
Revolutionary War 

Washington had good reason to worry about the future of 
his initial godlike popularity after hedismissedJefferson as 
U.S. secretarythe conclusion of his firstpresidentialterm 
offour years in 1793And when, in 1 79 5, in compliance with 
the treacherous secret assurances Hamiltonhad given to the 
English diplomatic envoy Harnmondhe pushed through and 
signed the infamous Jay Treaty with England, his 
popularityvirtuallyvanished fromsightThis treaty dropped the 
last veilhadhithertoserved toconcealtrue intentions of U.S. 
policyIt revealed that the U.S.had betrayednot only its 
alliance commitment toFrance, but also the neutralityit had at 
least maintained thereafterSo much was now clear that 


Washington and Hamilton had staked everything on a British 
military victory over France that would crush the French 
Revolution anddiscreditdemocratic ideas of Rousseau that 
had always inspired so much hope 

How Washington died 


Jefferson spoke from the heart of most of his countrymen 
when he wrote to his Italian friend, the Jacobin Philip 
Mazzei, in 1796 that Washington was a total disappointment 
and utterly incompetent as President of the United States,and 
that it would be a blessing to mankind if his administration 
came to an end the next yearWashington's so-called Farewell 
Message of 1796,inflated to such grossly exaggerated 
prestigeby North American court historians in the service not 
of scholarship but of cheap official propagandacontained the 
grotesque assertion that it wascontrary to the national 
interests of Americans to organize free political partiesAnd it 
was a blatant and deliberate lie for Washington to declare, at 
a moment when he and Harnilton were doing everything in 
their power to bring about open conflict with France and to 
make a formal alliance with England firmthat his own foreign 
policy had always been directed toward the intentionavoid 
entangling alliances, and came to accuse his first secretary of 
state, Thomas Jeffersonran for presidentas a Republican 
against the corrupt Federalist regime of 
Hamilton! 796undermine this noble policy (on Hamilton's 
corrupt and _ perniciousdomesticpoliciessee."The Blind 
Century," vol. 1). 

In retrospect, Washington's so-called farewell message was 
anything but an honest and wise instructionand admonition to 
his fellow citizens, but vulgar and deliberately misleading 
campaign propaganda, much like Lincoln's hypocritical and 
vociferous Civil War message at Gettysburg in November 
1863 Throughout history there have been lying politicians, 
but nowhere have politicians lied as much and as often as in 
the United States. The consequences of careless vehemencein 
partisan bickering were demonstrated by thefatal illness 
Washington finally contracted r 799 at the age of 67home 


with wet clothesafter a ride over hill and dale in the rain and 
cold December weather, Washingtonlearned that Jefferson's 
friend James Monroe, one of the coming U.S. presidents 
(who had been severely wounded fighting for Washington 
during the Revolutionary War), had just won _ the 
gubernatorial election in the state of VirginiaWashington 
hated Monroe, whoaccusedVoltaire of political absolutism 
and, as U.S. diplomatic representative in Francedelivereda 
speech praisingphilosophy of Jean-Jacques RousseauFrench 
National ConventionWashington had immediately recalled 
him from France as a result, but had never forgiven himNow, 
when he received news of Monroe's electoral success after 
his wild winter weather ride, he did not take time to change 
his clothesbut devoted himself to drinking, ranting and raving 
against Monroe The result was a fatal pneumonia (see the 
chapter on Washington in Bailey). 

The surprising failure (at least for the French)Genet's 
diplomatic mission to the United States in 1793 led to his 
condemnation in absentia in France Genet had to swallow the 
bitter pill of asking President Washington for political asylum 
for himself, the stateless private citizen. In the endthe 
Washington-Hamilton political tradition was successfully 
exploited by the plutocratic oligarchy of the United States to 
ensure its permanent control over the nation and - from its 
point of viewhopefully forever - to prevent the democratic 
process from taking effect at the crucially important power 
level of national politicsAs a result, the situation in the U.S. 
has steadily gotten worse instead of better because therean 
ongoing decline in prestigethe local level of U.S. county, 
state and city governmentsa development terribly accelerated 
by Lincoln's successes as dictator of the U.S. during the Civil 
War of I 86 I- 1865. 


The One-Party Foundation of the USA 


What was once the federal union and a so-called 
independent republic hasbecomethe unitary bloc of an 


authoritarianregime on an essentially one-party basis because 
the Republican and Democraticparties,accurately 
addressedby the Progressive Party of Henry Wallacein the 
1948 presidential campaign as "same brothers - same 
caps,"controlledsame intellectual triangle group in the post- 
FDRThus, it could not have been surprising that President 
Reagan, in his midterm message of his first presidential term 
on January 201983, called for a bipartisan domestic 
policyThis was an addition to the bipartisan foreign policy 
that FDRhad createdduring his manipulation of preparations 
for his third presidential term ( I 94 I- 1945)dating back to 
1940At that time, he succeeded-using questionablemethods 
and at a very high price-in eliminating foreign policy as a 
campaign issue foreverat a moment when 90 percent of the 
electorate had no other interest than it, after hisNew Deal had 
gently slumbered away asa result of the failure of 
his1938political purge 

Washington's spiteful persecution of Edmond Genet was 
quite similar to that of which hemadefamous Tom 
PainevictimThis Rousseau disciple, after the publication of 
his dazzling pamphlet "Common Sense" in early 1776, which 
persuaded Washington and Harnilton to advocate U/S. 
independence, became the most successfulpropagandist of the 
U.S. national cause during the years that culminated in 1781 
with the surrender of Comwallis and his English troops at 
Yorktown (Virginia) (see Howard Fast: Citizen Tom Paine, 
New York, 1948, passim).After 1789, Paine wasgranted 
honorary French citizenshipLater, when he 
approachPresident Washingtona routine personal diplomatic 
matter while in Europehe was coldly rebuffed with his 
request, and Washington even let it be known that he wished 
Paineperishthe turmoil of the FrenchRevolution, which was 
exacerbated by the aggressive English declaration of war on 
FranceA century laterHarvard amateur historian and later 
U.S. President Teddy Roosevelthadthe temerity to disparage 
the great Tom Paine as an "atheistic snot-nose," a 
characterizationthat was by no means trueNorth American 
patriot Painebut was - in terms of its proper word - true of the 


Voltaire disciple Washington 


World conquerors take turns 


The fact that Teddy Roosevelt, by his personal betrayalable 
to makestruggle for power of the progressives under the 
Rousseau disciple"Fighting Bob" LaFollette (190%1925) fail, 
had as a consequence that the descent of the USA under its 
spurious democraticfagade to real absolutismbecame more 
precipitous and more catastrophicits effects on the rest of the 
world with each decademost important novelty in the overall 
situation is that during the blind 20th century the quest for 
world domination of the English was replaced by that of the 
colonial USA. 

The important difference between the life struggle of one 
world conqueror and the other is that England I 8 I Shad 
already conqueredpracticallythe whole globethe battle of 
WaterlooHence the dictatorialPax Britannica, whichreminds- 
us of Prime Minister Lord Palmerston's famous "Civis Ro- 
manum sum" speech in1850when Englandimposed a military 
blockadeover all the coasts of Greece to enforce the paltry 
financial demands of an individual, the Spanish Jew of 
British nationality Don Pacifico of Gibraltar.Hence the 
incredibly brutal atrocities of the English in the 19th century, 
their crimes against peace and against humanity, committed 
at the expense of Japan, ChinaIndiaNew Zealand, South 
America, Egypt, Nigeria and the Boer republics in South 
Africa 

A completely opposite picture is presented by the USA, 
whichmadeits formal claim to world domination only in 1947 
under President Truman, but was seriously rejected only two 
years later when the Soviet Union developed its own nuclear 
weapons potential in 1949This eliminated the previous U.S. 
military advantage, whichhad beenso-called "dirty Jewish 
bomb" so called because - according to theHiroshima results 
- itreally anything but clean andbeen developedby the 
international Jewish scientists Einstein(from Germany), 


Fermi (Italy), Teller (Hungary) and Oppenheimer (USA 

When in July 1945 the first nuclear explosion was 
successfully carried out in the USA, whereby Robert 
Oppenheimercould not refrain from proclaiming that he had 
become the "world destroyer", the Second World War in 
Europe had already ended and with it the hope of certain war 
criminals to be able to completely annihilate Germany with 
nuclear weapons even before the conclusion of conventional 
hostilities 

Even the so-called Theodore Kaufman Plan (see his book 
Germany Must Perish!, New York, 1941, published four 
months before Pearl Harbor, when the U.S. was supposedly - 
still neutral) for the annihilation of Germany by sterilizing all 
Germans from sexual maturity to the age of 45 was a bit too 
harsh for the then irreplaceable allies England and France, 
although itenthusiastically discussed inU.S. mass media from 
one coast to the other, between New York and San Francisco- 
strongly supported by the U.S. FDR establishment. The 
realization of theKauf- man plan (emphasis by the author), 
which was unquestionablypreventedonly by the _ tacit 
disapproval of the West EuropeanU:S. allies, would have 
been followed by the partition of the depopulated German 
territory, as was the ardent wish of Franklin and Eleanor 
Roosevelt 


Roosevelt's "Final Solution 


Then, as an alternative, there was FDR's German Plan - 
(emphasis added by the author), whichdisguisedas the so- 
called Morgenthau Planthe instructions ofPresident to his 
Secretary of the Treasuryintendedbringentire German 
population to extinctionby starvation instead of - as originally 
planned - by sterilization. Theplanconcocted by Rooseveltwas 
actuallyfanatically pursuedunder U.S. leadership for three 
years (1945-1948) Churchill's objections raised in 1944 at the 
Quebec Conference (between the representatives of the USA 
and the British Empire) were removed by the enormous 


bribes paid by the USA to England. Charles de Gaulle, whom 
FDRparticularly hatedsince the Casablanca Conference of 
1943 with its demand for unconditional surrender, but whom 
Truman also disliked, was simply overheard until heresigned 
as President of the Fourth Republic in 1946 because of the 
curtailment of presidential power by the new Constitution, 
which had taken place against his willAnd when he - 
triumphantly returned to power! 9 58 as President of the Fifth 
Republic, namely of a France independent of Anglo- 
American-Soviet imperialism, the policy to starveGermany 
had long been forgotten 

FDR's Germany Plan would undoubtedly have been 
carried outuntil his "final solution" (emphasisauthor)FDR 
ardently longed for, instead of for only three yearsfour-time 
U.S. President not met his unworthy and, for his- 
barbaric(emphasis by the author) supporters, untimely death 
(at age 63) in April 1945 (in the arms of one of his many 
mistresses 

That the equally primitive and cold-blooded attempt of 
such a pathological tyrant as FDR to murder 80 million 
defenseless Germansnot duly denouncedby the present 
banner establishment of political scientists, led by their 
doyen, the Tubingen professor Eschenburg, but is 
submissively accepted,just as incomprehensible as the fact 
that the citizens of this West German constituent state put up 
with a Basic Lawwritten by the émigré Carl Joachim 
Friedrich in his dual capacity as a political scientist at 
Harvard Universityand as an agent of the U.S. secret service. 
These and other details of the 35-year history of the Federal 
Republic of Germany make it understandable that the - not 
particularly tasteful - joke spreads in Europe that even the sun 
has to hold its nose when West Germany passes it in the 
cycle of the stars with the planet Earth. 


The Rassinier Incident 


That this "joke"appliesnot only to the "Germany" named, 
but also to the Federal Republic of AustriaI can confirm from 
personal experience, because in July 1964 I received a "travel 
ban" for the latter.The Austrian Consul General in San 
Francisco had to serve it on me, against his own 
convictionbecause his government in Viennahad signedthe 
State Treaty in 1955declaring it a crime topublicly criticize 
the Soviet Union, exactly what I had done in May 1964 at my 
three lectures in Linz, Graz and Viennal must confess that 
this "travel ban"didnot even elicit a bored smile The Federal 
Republic of Germany did not even consider it necessary to 
issue a "travel ban" against me. It was content to discuss the 
use of physical force against me in the Bundestag, as it had 
done the year before against the Sorbonne professorPaul 
Rassinier, because he had had the presumption to want to 
attend the so-called Auschwitz trial in Frankfurt am 
Main.While the West German police were beating this 
French socialist, who was physically handicapped after three 
years in Buchenwald, he cried out in despair that the Hoover 
Institute at Stanford had obliged him to attend the Auschwitz 
trial at my instigationAt that time Agnes Peterson, the Berlin- 
born representative of the Hoover Institute for Central 
Europe, collected newspaper clippings from the Marxist press 
of Europe accusing the Hoover Institute ofhaving becomemy 
personal instrument and, as _ such,permittedProfessor 
Rassinier(once private secretary to Paul Faure, leader of the 
French section of the II - now V - International) to represent 
it at the loudly staged Auschwitz trial 

In order to preserve my indispensable rights at the Hoover 
Institute, I had no choice but to ask Professor Rassinier to 
recant his white lie, as I would call his statement to the West 
German police. He immediately undertook to do so when he - 
returned (at least physically unharmed) to Paris He wrote an 
excellent letter to the director of the Hoover Institute, Dr. 
Glenn Campbell. 


Never again Federal Republic! 


Although I have always enjoyedmy previous private stays 
in West Germany, including those three years I was on the 
faculty of the University of Munich (from 1949 to 19 52), I 
would not want to return there under the conditions currently 
prevailing there.The worst nightmare of my life was when, a 
few years ago, Ito relive in my sleepdetails of my1964 visit 
toFederal Republic of GermanylI neverinto it publicly, but I- 
received many vile death threats in Germanythat May I 964. 
With the notable exception of the Grabert family in Tubingen 
(especially Herbert Grabert, Josephine von May- dell- 
Grabert, and Wigbert Grabert), most of the people I dealt 
with during my eleven lectures, two talks, and 2 5 press 
conferences were extremely clumsy, rude, and tactless. This 
was true even of those who had sponsored my events. I 
remember, for example, that at one of my lectures in 
Heidelberg, one of my hosts jumped up as soon as I had 
finished my remarks and polemicized against everything I 
had said. And after my leFreiburg i.Br., another of my 
hostswho later wrote a passionate indictment of me, rose to 
convince the audience that my degrees and titles (Reed, 
Stanford, Hoover Institute, Harvard, Massachussetts Institute 
of Technology, Maryland and California University at 
Berkeley) were not sufficient to speak on weighty topics of 
history 


During one of my press interviews, a slick, well-paid 
journalist simply claimed that I had never attended university, 
or even graduated from high schoolAnd on a television 
program, the host had the incredible audacity to claim that I 
wanted to re-establish Nazi rule in Germany, which, I 
immediately replied, would have been the same as accusing 
him of trying to revive thePopulist Party of the United 
States.There were literally hundreds ofthese horrible and 
embarrassing incidents in those short two weeks, especially 
on private and confidential occasions as well. The few cases 
mentioned above were meant to be just examples. I must 
honestly confess that the one spot on earth I would never 


want to see again - under its present circumstances - is the 
German-Austrian area. 

What struck me most in 1964 was how hard and brutal 
many people in West Germany and Austria had become at 
times.In the late forties and early fifties, sensitive people here 
hadblushedat the coarse tactlessness of old Adenauerand his 
daughter, but in the sixties, when the people of this areahad 
becomerich and, above all, shallow and arrogant (throughout 
history there are examples of slaves cramming more food into 
their fat bodies than would be possible for a slender 
nobleman), many of the people one encountered were of an 
almost shameless insensitivity to the finer things of lifeU.S. 
re-educatorsand their German-Jewish helpers had indeed 
done a good job in reducing the native establishment in their 
part of Germany to insensitivebarbarism and to a cultural 
levelbelow that of the Germania described by Tacitus. 

German Roosevelt admirers 


In 1953 Professor Gerhard Ritter, then chairman of the 
Association of German Historians,wasmy personal guest in 
Berkeley, California.Against my advice, he insisted on giving 
a lecture in his hopelessly bad English instead of accepting 
my offer totranslate his words, as I had repeatedly done at 
lectures by colleagues in Europe and America.Of his U.S. 
audience, none understood even ten percent of what he said, 
but all understood that awful sentence with which he 
introduced his lecture: "Let me assure you at the outset that 
Germany is solely responsible for World WarlI!" I had 
implored him to omit at all costs this "excuse" that Germany 
was "solely" to blame for World War. In vain. Ritter, who 
devoted a biography to the traitor Goerdeler that was as 
extensive as it was pompous, later did not hesitate 
toattackFritz Fischer ofUniversity of Hamburg for dealing 
with a real problem of history, the excesses of German 
bourgeoisimperialism in the First World WarlI realized that 
Ritterwould haveSocratesemptythe poison cupif he had been 
among its judges in the Athens of the year 399 B.C.E., and 
that he would have been the first to offer to drill the Roman 


spear into Jesus' sideAnd yet Ritter was still an angel 
compared to the later German-Jewish president of the 
German Historical Society, Hans Rothfels, the arch liar and 
opponent of free speech, who nevercreatedeven one 
significant work of history (see D. Hoggan: Rothfels und die 
wahrheitsfeindlicheGesinnungsdiktatur in der westlichen 
Welt, Tiibingen, 1963, Sonderdruck "Deutsche 
HochschullehrerZeitung", vol. 11/4) 

If among the hundreds of available works wethe West 
German master politologist in the adulation ofthe USA 
President Franklin D.Roosevelt, the main responsible for all 
three plans made by the Allies in World War II for the 
trackless extermination ofthe German people down to the last 
cripple and blind orphan, then we could name nobody else 
than Wilhelm Grewe in his book "Spiel der Krafte in der 
Weltpolitik/Theorie und Praxis der  internationalen 
Beziehungen" (Diisseldorf and Vienna, 1970, 688 pp., 
passim)If anyone from another star would read Grewe's book 
enriched with falsifications of history, he would inevitably 
come to the conclusion that it was a true blessing for the 
deluded German people that Franklin Delano Roosevelt was 
sent to them by God to liberate them (from property, 
happiness, freedom and life, of course) and to redeem (West 
Germany had,when the book was published, 25 years after 
the end of the war, there was still no peace treaty in sight, it 
was under permanent military occupation and under 
martiallaw,the normal state of affairs according to theBasic 
Law of the Federal Republic of Germany draftedby Harvard 
professorCarl Joachim Friedrich, had to mourn the 
depopulation of 30 percent of the territory of the Reichwith 3 
of the total 15 million displaced persons brutally murdered, 
while 2 5 percent of the former population of the Reichforced 
to liveCentral Germanyunimaginably barbaric conditions of a 
Basic Law created by the Soviet Jewess of German language 
Hilde Benjaminand the two remnants of this depopulated 
Germany mobilized against each other in a constant civil 
warthough FDR's widow, Eleanor Roosevelt, was absolutely 
right when she declared in her 1953 address to Rutgers 


University that no member of the official U.S. leadership had 
ever desired that Germanyreunified politically, economically, 
and socially) 

Voluptuous self polluters 


In 1971, the year after Grewe's book was published, the 
questionbrought tomy attention by a teacher at a secondary 
schoolin Passau, BavariaAll middle school teachers in the 
Federal Republic of Germany, he explained, were required to 
teach their students of both sexesthat the eternal division of 
Germany was a true blessing and that FDR deserved special 
gratitude for this tremendous humanitarian achievement 
because a reunifiedGermany would be a constant source of 
unrest for EuropeAfter a moment's thought, he added that all 
teachers whodid not comply one hundred percent withthis 
scientifically untenableinstructionwould be automatically 
dismissed That this was not merely an empty threat he proved 
with a folder full of documents on actual cases of such 
removals from the teaching profession. This is reminiscent of 
an order issued by the Yankees after the Civil War during 
their I 5-yearoccupation of the subjugated Southern states: all 
former belligerents on the side of the vanquishedhad served- 
under the president of the CSA (Confederate States of 
America, the Southern states from Februaryi 86 I to May I 86 
5), Jeff Davis, and his commanding general, R. E. Lee, had 
to swear that they had been drafted against their will if they 
wished to continue to enjoy their civil and human rights. This 
was grotesque because the Southern states in the Civil War, 
like Greater Germany in World War IJhad foughtvoluntarily 
and passionately inbelief that the war had been forced upon 
their leaders by the external enemyThese were, in the former 
case, the Yankee fanatics who unreasonably hated the South 
and, in the latter, the U.S.-Great Britain-U.S.S.R. allies, 
initially under the leadership of British 
imperialismandeventually under the incredibly cruel 
complicity ofRoosevelt and Stalin. 

The difference between the American Southafter 1865 and 
the West Germans after 1945truly astonishing. The latter 


literally had to starve for a full forty years after the lost war, 
while the latter were already smooth and well-fed again ten 
years after the unconditional surrender thanks to Truman's 
Korean War and the favorable market conditions it created. 
In the Southern states, only less than 2 percent of the 
belligerents were willing toswear the oathdemanded by the 
Yankeesbut 98 percent of the West Germans had no qualms 
about accepting all the garbage forced upon them by the 
reeducation program It is regrettable to note that for many of 
them no compulsion was necessary at all, but that they 
virtually soiled themselves with a kind of lust. 

twenties, the German nationalists ofWeimar 
Republiccomplainedthat the creator of their constitution was 
a German JewBut this Jewish Minister of the InteriorDr. 
Hugo PreuB, was an excellent German patriot and citizen 
who fought like a lionpreservethe basic conception of the 
Reich against the vulgar opportunistsMarxist Social 
Democracy and the CatholicCenterThese two parties alone 
hadapprovedthe Versailles Dictateby a simple majority in the 
Reich, and they wanted to drop the indispensableconcept of 
the Reich in order toappease the Allies with this equally 
paltry and futile effortafter 1 9 1 8 , raised their demands all 
the higher the more submissive and cowardly the majority of 
the Germans became, who, after all, had once fought so 
heroically. PreuB was a disciple of Rousseau, and that is why 
he insisted on the great experiment with proportional 
representation. In this - in contrast to the bad system valid in 
England and the USA - all votes count. None is cast in vain. 
And Rousseau's noble concept of the common will, the only 
valid basis of any modern democracy, is not lost 

Compared to the Dr. PreuB of the Weimar Republic, the 
banner politicians of today lack consistency of thought and 
therefore success in action. None of them has ever enjoyed 
real prestige abroad (the fact that Shultz is friends with 
Schmidt in the USA has other reasons, as does the friendship 
between John Kennedy and Willy Brandt, not least the 
German willingness to recognize the Oder-Neisse border). 


Turning six into twelve million 


When Dr. Eugen Gerstenmaier, the elected President of the 
German Bundestag visited Israel in the 1950s, he knew, as 
did every well-informed person in Germanythat the traitor 
elite invented the myth of the six million in 1942 to hasten 
the destruction of GermanyThe story was leaked to Allen 
Dulles, the brother of Eisenhower's later secretary of 
statebecause it was known that heassigned tothe head of the 
U.S.Office of Strategy Services (OSS), William J. Donovan, 
in Switzerland  toreinforcepsychologicalwarfare against 
Germany, and that Dulles was the ideal type of U.S. agent 
without compunctionwould use cold calculation to try to 
convince the Jews of the United States that a genocide 
ofEurope's Jews was underway 

The matter went so far that Harry Trumanpublicly 
confirmed"accuracy" of the figure of six million Jews killed, 
although hehad made no effort whatsoever toinvestigate this 
questionGerstenmaier, like more than 98 percent of his West 
German compatriots after 1945, was quite primitively eager 
to advance his personal interests at the expense of 
whatremained of his shattered fatherlandHis appearance 
before the Israeli Knesset was a fiasco. He stated there that 
the Germans had murderednot six but twelve million Jews 
(Gerstenmaier was always generous with large numbers, not 
only when it came to fixing his own reparations)clear 
realization that they were dealing with a (perhapsthe/ typical 
postwar West German, the Israelis heaped scornful sarcasms 
on Gerstenmaier in their assessment of the visit. 

It must be emphasized here that Gerstenmaier was elected 
as its president by a considerable majority in an absolutely 
free and secret vote of the parliament. This would have been 
impossible after [865 in the Southern States, where people 
sincerely believed in their traditional society instead of 
passionately hatingtheir own country as Gersten- maier and 
most West German parliamentariansThis reminds me of the 
unusually precocious and _ intelligent student from 
Texasparticipated inmy 1950/51 political science seminar on 


international relations heldthe grounds of Maryland 
UniversityMunich's Tegernseelandstrasse. He once told me in 
the course of an evening discussion that he liked the 
Germans, except for their complete lack of national pride. No 
one from the Southcould havethat I 870 or i 8 7 I after a 
lecture in Galveston (Texas), Charleston (South Carolina), or 
Richmond (Virginia 

The Southerners, like the Germans eighty years later, had 
surrendered unconditionally in 1865 in a country where the - 
scorched earth principle had been carried out much more 
radically than in Germany or Japan in 1945. But the 
Southerners had reacted like the Japanese: they moved closer 
together and strengthened loyalty to their country, if that was 
still possible at all, whileWest Germans believed that just 
because they had lost the war, at least 98 among 100 ofthem 
were now allowed tobehave as true scoundrels and spit on 
their devastated fatherland at every opportunity. 
The scandalous state of political demoralization in almost the 
whole of West Germany and the almost complete loss of 
decency and cleanliness have become many times worse in 
the last three decades. Rousseaucould have advised the 
southern states of the USA and Japan; he would have been 
helpless against West Germany 


Disdain for Germany. 


Grewe and his ilk have apparently succeeded 
inconvincingthe licensed press and the so-called political 
leadership of West Germanythat onecan live gloriously and 
in joyas a shamefuland depraved slave of the imperialist 
USA.In any case, this view is nowadaysshared byat least 98 
percent of the West Germanpopulation, although some 
outsiders like the "Greens" seem to assume that they can 
dissuade Reagan from his plan tomakeWest Germany a 
storage place for nuclearguided weaponstheir political Punch 
and Judy showThey should be told that Reagan's hatred of all 
Germans is no less than Roosevelt's, whom hethought he had 


to criticizeonly once during his twelve years as USS. 
presidentsayingthat Roosevelt had found too much to criticize 
about the Soviet Union in general and Stalin in particular 
Reagan would probably only wipe his nose contemptuously 
with the back of his hand in the face of the truly lame West 
German protests (cowboy-style|). Should he see fit to do so, 
he would not hesitate to have West German demonstrators 
shot. 

It is strange: the peoples of Japan, Nigeria, India, France, 
Italy and Spain, not to mention the English, who have always 
looked down with contempt on the stupid Yankees, have long 
since seen  throughlies and deceit of US. 
imperialism.President de Gaulle even carriedoffensive into 
enemy territory, into the American continent itself,after the 
establishment of the Fifth Republicin1958, byurging French- 
Americans in the Canadian province of Quebecto prepare 
actively for the day of liberation after 200 years of slavery 
under English domination.De Gaulle did this calmly and 
despite the threats, shouting and howls of rage from the USA 
imperialists. It became a complete French success. France 
today enjoys a respect in the USA to which West Germany 
will never att 

opinion polls taken in the U.S.early 1980sshowdisdainfor 
Germany is much stronger than that for Japan, even though 
the latter is a much more fearsome competitorthe world 
market,refusedtotakeorders from the U.S. on any issue, 
including any militaryand has rejected U.S. requests toimpose 
restrictions onitself in taking over the growing industries and 
economies of South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore 
and the Philippines.This is consistent with the attitude of 
Japanese prisoners of war who preferred to die rather 
thanmakeany statement detrimental to their countryshould 
not be forgotten thatWorld War IJ, Japan was incomparably 
more hated by the people of the United States than Germany 

The inescapable conclusion from this, which would have 
pleased Bodin, Montaigne, Montesquieu, Quesnay and 
Rousseau very much, is that people who fancy themselves to 
be contemptible slaves and hysterical haters of their own 


ancestors and history are simply disgusting and therefore 
loathed all over the world like the establishment of West 
Germany today, while people whofightfor their own rights, 
for their own traditions, and for their own social and personal 
freedoms, as did the Southerners after1865 or the Japanese 
after 1945winfirst perhaps only resentfully, but later 
wholeheartedly, the admiration ofthe whole civilized world 


Italy was braver-after 1945 


I remember that during my three trips to Italyafter 1945 I 
was able to admire various excellent statues of Mussolini, 
whose political disciples in the Italian social movement 
MSlIhavenevergiven uptheir struggle for the precious 
elements in the legacy oftheir murdered chief (who in the 
meantime even received a proper burial) and who can only 
smile contemptuously at the thousands or millions of West 
German hands that would rise up to tear every memory of 
Hitler to a thousand shredsOne need only recall the evil 
advice which Adenauer I 9 59gave tohis West German 
subjects (the pen resists calling them fellow citizens)on the 
occasion of the swastika smearings on Jewishcemeteries in 
the Rhinelandinstigated by Korn- munistsjustice on their 
ownmeet the"brown rats" (typical West German expression) 
with physicalviolence.This only confirmed the impression of 
well-behaved observers that Adenauer had spent so many 
decades in the darkness of an esoteric-ultramontaneCatholic 
politics that he had long since lost sight of a civilized society 
in all its radiant brightness 

Precisely because Adenauer was like that, he made the 
idealAllied candidate forhighest political post in West 
Germany after the import of the Friedrich Basic Law ofl! 949, 
a post he took up in Bismarck's old age when the latter retired 
from active politics in 1890but nevertheless held for fourteen 
unpleasant and confused years. By the time Adenauer stepped 
down in 1963, theGerman nationhadlong since lost its soul, 
albeit hopefully only temporarily.The goal of thel1945U.S. 


reeducation programhad 

It is amusing how often the West Germanshave madetheir 
Italian confederate the scapegoat for Germany's military 
defeat in World War II, although the essential blame for this 
lies with the German traitor elite in the Wilhelmstrasse, in the 
Reichsbank, in the military high command and in the 
AbwehrAlthough the Italians were not inferior to any other 
European armed forces even in the age of the 
Renaissance,not to speak of early Romeit is unquestionably 
true that in the industrial age after Waterloo ( 18 I 5)lItaly- 
laggedmilitarilybehindsuch industrially highly giftednations 
as England, France and Germany. But this does not alter the 
fact that in the field of politics the Italians have been 
infinitely more valiant and successful since 1945 than their 
German neighbors to the north. 

The Italian naval special forces performedfantastic heroics 
in attacking British warships in Gibraltar and Alexandria 
during World War IIOn the other hand, the successful 
deployment of a small elite force of paratroopers from the 
West GermanFederal Border Guard to fight terroristsin 
Mogadiscio, Somalia, does notgiveany indication of the true 
degree of decay that has taken place behind the facade of the 
German armed forces as a wholeIn any case, West German 
revisionist journalist and amateur historian Erich Kern was 
unquestionably correct when hecalledWest Germany an 
economic giant with a military chicken breast on a recent 
occasionKernmayr, who was an officer in the Waffen-SS in 
World War II and fought especially for 47 months on the 
Eastern Front, hasbrilliantly described the entire period from 
1918 to 1945 in every respect inmany volumes of his 
historical narratives 

Germany Model School of Socialism 


It has often been noted that Hitler had 26 years (from 1919 
to 19451 to influence the German people ideologically, and 
that in no field did he succeed so well as in that of patriotism 
and social responsibility. But one should also not forget that 
after the death in a duel (because of a love affair) of the 


dazzling German-Jewish socialist leaderand personal friend 
of Bismarck, Ferdinand Lasalle, in 1863 (cfArno 
Schirokauer: Ferdinand Lasalle, New York, 1963, passim), 
the proletarian-ideologicalbattlefield of Germany, with its 
main focal pointsthe Ruhr and the Kingdom of Saxonywas 
dominated by Marx and his successors for 120 years (from 
1863 to 1983), with the only interruptionbrief twelve years of 
the Third Reich, which count for even less because during 
this period, in the absence of official control over the mass 
media, the German Marxistswere able to maintaina vast 
illegal literature and propaganda.It was Germany's good or 
bad fortune (depending on one's point of view) that after 
Marx's death in 1883, German Marxism had such 
extraordinarily skilledand capable propagandists and political 
party leaders as August Bebel, Wilhelm Liebknecht, Eduard 
Bernstein, Karl Kautsky, Gustav Noske, Philipp 
Scheidemann, Fritz Ebert, and Friedrich Stampfer, so that 
immediately after Marx's deathGermanybecamethe 
international model school ofso-called scientific socialism 
(see John Plamenatz:German Marxism and Russian 
Communism, London, 1953, passim)this wayafter Lasalle's 
death, the German people received indirectly strongerdoses 
of Voltaire's ideology of political absolutismand his hatred of 
the conventional religions of the West (Christianity and 
Judaism) than any other people, including the Frenchever 
received indirectly or directly. Indeed, until World War I, 
Marxism was a matter of minor importance in France, while 
in Germany the Marxist SPD had already been the strongest 
party in the German Reichstag since I9I2 and had been 
striving for political power in a leading position decades 
before, especially after the establishment of its so-called 
Gotha Program. 

In France, the feeble Marxist movement split at the 
Congress of Tours in 1920 and gained only temporarily a 
little more power during the brief phase of the 


GreatDepression ( 1 9 3 2- 1938), which lasted here less than 
half as long as the much more severe depression in the United 


States. 

In Germany, on the other hand, whose Marxists always 
managed to win about 40 percent of the voters2 I different 
governments of the Weimar Republic in the years 1919to 
1933, not to mention the fact that with Fritz Ebert they 
provided the first president of the Weimar Republic from 
1919 until his death in 1925, one can justifiably claim,that in 
our age and long before the Marxist hegemony (uninterrupted 
since 1949) in the GDR (German Democratic Republic) and 
before that from 1969 to 1982 under Brandt and Schmidt in 
the FRG (Federal Republic of Germany)ittraditionally and 
thoroughly impregnated with Marxist thought throughout its 
entire extentwhich in terms of the longevity of the tradition 
went much further than anything comparable in Russia, 
France, Spain and Italynot to speak ofmuch shorter and more 
superficial influence of Marxism in England and even more 
so in the USA. 

Voltaire did the most harm to the USA 


Since it is clearly proved that Marxwasa disciple of 
Voltairethrough Hege!just as the leader of the Democratic 
Party of the United States before the Civil War, Stephen 
Douglas,of RousseauMazziniand Abraham Lincolna disciple 
of Voltairethrough Washington-Hamiltonmay be concluded 
that the two nations to which the Voltaire tradition has most 
affected or harmed were first of all the United States and then 
Germany On the other hand, France was most affected by 
Rousseau through Robespierre's Jacobin tradition, which in 
any case remains the dominant political tradition in France 
from the First Republic of 1792 to our own day. Italy follows 
in second place mainly because of the Mazzi- ni tradition of 
Italian nationalism. Cavour, whoprovidedItalywithmonarchist 
unity under the House of Savoy as a temporary solutionwas 
unquestionably a disciple of Quesnay economically and at 
least an admirer of Rousseau politically; this is why Cavour 
took part in the struggle for theStatuto, the constitution of 
1848, after Sardinia had been defeated by Austria at Novara 
in 1849. 


The impact of the Voltaire legacy in the U.S. has been 
disastrousand has so far prevented clean government and 
political democracy from achieving greater success at the 
national level, where power has been concentrated almost 
exclusively in recent decadesThe difference between the 
effect in Germany and the U.S. is that here the conspiracy 
against a free society had already matured at the Annapolis 
convention (originally called to settle a dispute between 
Maryland and Virginia), and the forderalist seizure of 
powerfull swing by the time Washington took office in April 
1789A month later, the Estates General convened in France,- 
effectively beginningFrench Revolution.Had the Federalist 
students of Voltairein the United States not struck until two 
or three years later, their efforts would have been lost in the 
sea of popular enthusiasm that Raus-seau's ideas, including 
those of the common will, had generated after the founding of 
the First Republic in 1792 


The 48 revolution 


Voltaire's ideas had no influence at allpopular-nationalist, 
liberal,and romantic revolution of 1848 in Germany, and it is 
more than doubtful that the "Communist Manifesto," which 
Marx and Engelswrotel 84 7 J 48 and evenhad translated- 
various foreign languageswas read bymore than a few 
hundred people in Europe when the failure of the '48 
revolutionwas sealedthe Dresden Conference of 1 8 51. In 
any case, the impact of Marx and Engels on the 1848 
revolution in Germany was nil. Anyone who has taken the 
trouble toreadthe thick nine volumes of the debates in the 
Frankfurt Parliament from May 1848 to May 1849 under the 
chairmanship of Heinrich von Gagern - and the debates as 
such are excellent reading material of the highest intellectual 
and political caliber - knows,that the discussions of the more 
than 800 deputies in the Faulskirehe atFrankfurt am Main, 
predominantly top experts in the fields of science, legislation, 
business and administration, were saturated from A to Z with 


the romantic spirit and sublime confidence of Ermst Moritz 
Arndt and his philosophical precursor Jean-Jacques 
Rousseault is not surprising that the enormous gap from the 
height of the first parliamentary beginnings in Germany in 
the Frankfurt Faulskirehe to the abyssesordinariness and 
ignorance during the debates in the Reichstag of the Weimar 
Republic (to say nothing of those in the Banner 
Bundestag)has promptednumerous German social scientists 
to profound reflectionsOne of the incidents toexamined 
therebyis noted for the sake of curiosity Scene: the Saxon 
parliament in Dresden. Time: 1932. Participants:Manfred von 
Killinger as a deputy of the NSDAP (later German envoy in 
Bucharest, whocommittedsuicide in 1944not exposing the 
conspiracy between Anna Pauker and King Michael) and 
communist deputies of The latter made fun of Killinger, who 
was an honorary captain of the Elbe, saying that he must have 
been seasick. To whichKillingerreplied, "Not that, but when I 
see you, I get sick to my stomach!" 


Bismarck and the Reich 


As a young man, Bismarck was an_ enthusiastic 
followerRousseau (his mother came from the Mencken 
family, which was actively involved in the "League of 
Virtue")Perhaps it was just a joke, but his memoirs say that 
he too would probably have remained a republican all his life 
had it not been for the alcoholic excesses of republican 
fraternity members at the Hambach Festival in 1832 
Although Bismarck knew how to approach his diplomatic 
goals as unobtrusively as anyone, he was never cynical. The 
religious enthusiasm of his Pietist-Lutheran wife from 
Pomerania, Johanna, née von Puttkammer, always aroused 
his honest admiration. Everyone also knows _ that 
Bismarckwas sincere when hepointed out the evil of all 
preventive wars after 187i 

There is no reason to believe that Bismarck ever - 
abandonedhis opinion - shared with Arndt and Rousseau - 


that people of the same blood, culture, language and tradition 
belonged in a common empire.This conviction gave him the 
superhumanstrengthduring his eight and a half years as 
Prussian prime minister (1862-1871)bring about the political 
unification of Germanyinalliance with the Frankfurt banking 
houseRothschild 

Because of Bismarck's belief in the justice of the ideas 
inherited from Arndt-Rousseau, everything turned out 
differently (see especially: Briefwechsel Bismarck und John 
Lothrop Motley, 2 Bd., Berlin, 1 898).Bismarck hadclose 
friendswith Motley, the outstanding 19th-century U.S. 
historianand author of a seven-volume work on the uprising 
of the Netherlands against Spain in the 16thsince their joint 
student days in G6ttingen during the 1930sLike Bismarck, 
Motley was an enthusiastic follower of Rousseau and 
Romantic nationalismBismarck and Motley were later able to 
spend much time together because Motley had succeeded 
inappointedU.S. ambassadorto the Austro-Hungarian Dual 
Monarchyand Vienna was almost a stone's throw from Berlin 
with the rapid development of rail transportation at the 
timeThe correspondence between the two is a veritable 
goldmineinformation about a political genius, as another one 
belonging to an earlier generation - Tom Jefferson - confronts 
us from the two volumes of his correspondence with John 
AdamsJeffersonnot share Bismarck's and Motley's romantic 
views in favor of Rousseau(emphasis by the author), and 
John Adams, who was known as the "iceberg of 
Quincy/Mass.", of course, coulddo nothing at all with 
Rousseau 

Here it is important to emphasize that Bismarck, unlike 
George Washington and Frederick the Great, was never a 
Machiavelli atheist and proponent of a godless political 
absolutism in the style of Voltaire and his Central European 
disciples Hegel and Marx, not to mention the latter's Eastern 
European disciples Lenin and Stalin.The opposite was the 
case with Bismarck, whohidhis true nature behind a deceptive 
official facadeParticularly amusing was Bismarck'shigh- 
pitched voice in his discussions with the Hanoverian centrist 


Ludwig Windt- horst, who possessed a soft bass voice from 
years of Jesuit training, although he was short and ugly like 
Voltaire, while Bismarck was tall and handsome like 
RousseauBismarck, who also shared with Rousseau the 
predilection to play on the scale of human emotions, once 
remarked that he hadWindthorstat one end of his emotional 
rangehate, and his wife Johannaat the otherloveLike 
Rousseau, he was very sensitive and easily moved, and like 
the latter, he placedgreatest value on family life and good 
educational and national traditions, in the cultivation of 
which the stateshould servethe people only as a useful tool 


Darwin and Spencer 


These ideals were also shared by Motley, who 
wasrepelledthe terrible corruption in U.S. public life 
afterAbraham Lincoln'sdictatorship1980sAlready i860, a year 
afterappearance of Darwin's "Of the Origin of Species", the 
Harvard historian John Fiske became the leader of the 
SocialDarwinistsin the USA and made the books of Herbert 
Spencer, the guru of the English Social Darwinists, so 
popular that five times as many of them were sold in the USA 
as in England itself Mazzini, Motley, and Bismarck, who 
were sufficiently familiar with the work of both Darwin and 
Spencer, could do nothing with either; Darwin and Spencer 
hated romanticism and praised materialism. Mazzini even 
ledhopelessDon Quixote-style crusade against 
Darwin'sideasas a political refugee in Englandduring the 
1960s and 1970s 

Darwin, Marx, and Freud were typical Voltaire 
disciplesdemanded dogmatic acceptance of their ideas, most 
of which they had adopted from others in the usual manner of 
the second-hand intellectualAlthough Darwinwasted time and 
energythe undecided wavering between the career of a doctor 
and that of an Anglicanclergyman, finally love for his 
grandfather and hatred for his father led him back to the 
reflections on biological evolutionhad been characteristic 


ofhis grandfather Erasmus Darwin, but not at all of his father, 
who practiced the profession of a general practitioner with 
outstanding success 

Charles Darwinexaggeratedthe scientific achievements 
ofhis only foray into the outside world after his student days, 
the voyage through the southern hemisphere as a scientific 
observer on the British warship "Beagle" under Captain 
Fitzroy.Hespent the remaining two-thirds of his 
lifecomfortable seclusion on his family estatein Down (Kent) 

Darwin hated Rousseau and every form of emotion. He 
compiled the pros and cons of his marriage like the shopping 
list for the supermarket. Darwinbecame a militant atheist in 
the style of Marx and Voltaire, claiming that his own 
scientific investigations had forced him to do soBut his wife 
Emily, who read everything Darwin ever wrote and 
whotreatedhim for his chronic and_ ever-worsening 
hypochondria, remained a devoutand devoted Anglican, 
insisting that nothing in her husband's writings would shake 
the faith of a true Christian (see the best ofhundreds of 
Darwin biographies, Gertrude Himmel- farb: Darwin and the 
Darwinian Revolution, Garden City/ N.Y., 1959, passim). 


Malthus and Hogarth 


most significant and sinister single influence on Darwin 
was the major work of the gloomy and misanthropicAnglican 
clergyman Thomas Malthus,A4n Essay on _ the 
PrincipleofPopulation, published in 1798. Malthus, a 
defender of the anti-Catholic so-called "Glorious Revolution" 
in England of 1688,fanatically opposed any extension of 
suffrage in England (for men only, of course) beyond the 
magic 3 percent limit.Malthusfaced the broad masses of 
England in fierce, even sadistic hostilityHe wrote his book 
( 1798) when exactly half of those hundred years from 1750 
to 1850hadpassedduring which an unpopulation explosion 
took placeEnglandIn it, he advanced the aberrantidea that any 
attempt toimprovethe low and miserableliving conditions of 


the English masses (depicted by the brilliant eighteenth- 
century painter Thomas Hogarth in his numerous socially 
critical paintings and engravings),includingalcohol abuse 
encourageddispensing cheapgin and an excessivenumber of 
serious crimes under barbaric English legislation,would 
bewasted effortbecause economic concessionsonly incitethe 
riffraffthe English masses to multiply rabbit-like even faster 

Malthus overlooked the obvious problem that with full and 
widespread knowledge of effective methods of birth control- 
eighteenth-century England, equally widespread alcoholism 
caused people, and especially young peoplebecome careless 
in their sexual habits, a problem that can be seen in the high 
percentage of illegitimate births in the statistics of the 1980s, 
whether the abusealcohol or any other of the more than one 
hundred different intoxicants 

These obvious facts were overlooked by Malthus because 
he did not want to see them. He preferred to lash out at the 
English masses and, in the company of those whom Stendhal 
was later to call the "happy few," to sneer at the ignorance, 
misery, and stupidity of the less fortunate, the great majority. 
Malthus was as close to the opposite of Rousseau as possible. 
And Darwin revered him. Darwin's wife, who detested 
Malthus, puzzled over the attraction he had for her husband. 
She did not do it too long and too thoroughly, because she 
never came to the conclusion that Charles Darwin was 
completely in his right mind. 


Man and monkey 


The admirers of Darwin have made a lot of fuss about the 
statement of their master that the man is related to the ape, 
without that he must descend from him. That is 
unquestionably true. But in Darwin's second and only other 
major book, The Descent ofMan( London, r 8 7 0), there is a 
section in which he describes with considerable prejudice the 
antics of some of the aborigines of Patagonia in southern 
Argentina, which he was able to observe during his "Beagle" 


sea voyage.He follows up with the somewhat childish remark 
that he wishes to be able to prove that modern man is 
descended from apes rather than fromPaleolithicman 
(distinction between Paleolithic and Neolithic was not made 
in the parlance of prehistorians until ten years to- 


before, 1860, the rule, and since in general the history from 
the Neolithic or sedentary Stone Age men to our days does 
not cover more than about roooo yearsDarwin's statement had 
in fact to mean nothing else than his wish to consign the 
preceding about one and a half million years of human 
history to the dustbin of oblivion). 

This, together with his love for Malthus and his work, and 
his throwing overboard hisreligious viewsacquiredas a 
theology studentCambridge University(he had studied 
medicine in Edinburgh, which then had the best medical 
faculty in Europe), is quite a telling example of what may be 
called, to put it very mildly, Darwin's hatred and contempt for 
all mankind Darwin overlooked, wherever he could, 
symbiosis and mutual aid in nature in order to develop his 
concept of the law of teeth and claws and of the survival of 
the fittest. plutocratic oligarchs of the USA and Europe and 
above all the English and American imperialists virtually 
tookpossessioncries of joy of the conclusions ofthe 
Darwinian theory of evolution, as itpopularizedHerbert 
Spencer with his bookSocial Statics.Scottish 
immigrantAndrew Carnegie, for example, one of the most 
unscrupulousmembers of U.S. business life, declared with 
pleasure after reading Spencer's booka light had suddenly 
dawned on him and everything had become clearAnd Charles 
Yerkes,had made a huge fortunesupplying Chicagoafter 
reading Darwin and Spencer, liked to go to the city's 
aquarium because, as he sentimentally put it, the sight of the 
sharks devouring the smaller fish was balm to his soul 

should be noted as interesting that Darwin's expression 
"survival of the fittest"was used by Spencer as early as I 8 58, 
a year before Darwin's first book ("On the Origin of Species 


by Natural Selection") appeared, which he publishedat the 
age of 50 (1859). Darwin's careful biographers have also 
recorded that after his "Beagle" voyage, which he undertook 
while still in his third decade of life, he rarelydevoted more 
thanro to 15 hours a week to his scientific studies. 


Marx and Darwin 


Enthusiasm for Darwin can beno more surprisingthe 
superficialHarvard court historian John Fiske,ruthlessly 
pushes asideother opinionsthan in the two Roosevelts, in Sir 
Francis Galton, who was the first to advocate compulsory 
racial breeding, and in Winston Churchill: they all revered 
Voltaire and detestedRousseauEqually self-evident is the 
disdain of Mazzini, Motley, and Bismarck for Darwinand 
SpencerNor can it be surprising that Karl Marx, another 
Voltaire disciple, was so enthralled by reading the first 
Darwin book that heasked Charles Darwinkindred English 
colleaguescienceto dedicate "Das Kapital" to himeven though 
the man deemed worthy of the honora filthy rich capitalist- 
defendedthe English oligarchy as tenaciously as Spencer. It 
almost need not be mentioned that Darwin declined posthaste 
and with contempt. Although the obvious and a priori 
intended purpose ofDarwin's bookswastheir favorable 
application to predatorycapitalism and imperialism, Marx 
boasted that he had already gone to Hegel's head and could 
do the same with Darwin, replacing the struggle between 
nations by the bloody class struggle andmarking his blue- 
skyutopias as the ultimate goal of all life struggles of 
theworld back to the first beginnings of primordial slime. 

Profound cultural historians date the end of Romanticism 
to 1859, when Darwinpublishedhis book The Origin of 
Species (see especially Jacques Bar- zun:Darwin, Marx and 
Wagner, New York, 1939, passim). Be that as it may-and, of 
course, all such dates are arbitrary-the U.S. hadfed Voltaire's 
despotic ideas for70 years (since Washington first took 
office)by 1859 through theWashington-Hamilton legacywhile 


Germany, stillbaskingromantic glow of r 848,when German 
universities and thinkers had been the most thoroughgoing in 
the world for a centuryjust about to take its first taste of 
Voltaire, administered to it by one of its most mendacious 
students, the baptized Trier Jew who hated his father holding 
him over the baptismal font for it Karl Marx. When Darwin 
published his first book, Sigmund Freud (b. 1856) was still a 
little Jewish three-year-oldin Moravia, but practically the 
three, Darwin, Marx and Freud, were contemporaries and 
connected to each other by their work, Darwin undermining 
the spiritual, Marx the social and Freud the sexual morality of 
the family (see R. LaPier- re:Freud and the Subversion of 
American Character, Stanford, 1959, passim) 


The third in the group: Freud 


Freudopposedthe Christian concept of a triuneGod with his 
own concept of a triune manThis meant renouncing five 
millennia ofglory of a culture that Sumer had given him (and 
all of us), with its serene urban life of friendly competition, 
with its practical and appropriate religion that allowed each 
citizen tochoose his own god in the pantheon of polytheism 
for eternal dialogue, with its exquisite schools and its magical 
mixture of practical and idealistic charges,recordedfor 
centuries in the brilliant abstractions of Sumerian cuneiform 
writing, with their vigorous capitalism and system of free 
enterprise whichlimitedchurch's ownership of cultivableland 
to no more than 6 percent of the totaleach of the 19 major 
city-states, with their mighty oared trading ships 
whichsailedthe present-day countries of India, Iran, Iraq, 
Syria, Lebanon,and Egypt to open up new markets for 
Sumerian and other foreign products. This 
splendid ..Sumerian culture, whichcompletely rediscovered- 
only in the20th century and which flourished for 1800 years, 
almost nine times as long as the whole history of today's 
USA, from the year 3500 to 1700 B.C., in which year it was 
destroyed by Harnmurabi, Freud wanted to abandon with his 


aberrant idea of the triune man.It could neverbecomereally 
civilized, but must always remain hopelessly primitive and 
barbaric Since then millions of fools have followed the tones 
of this Pied Piper of Hamelin in the field of psychology, this 
absolute enemy of all culture. 

What was. this triunehuman beinginvented _ by 
Freudbecome the role model for countless seduced people 
since then?According to Freud's pathological viewindividual 
human beings of both sexes were divided into three parts, 
what he called id, ego and superego The id was the be-all and 
end-all for Freudbecause by it he meant the primitive and 
barbaric sexual drive as described in the volumes of the 
Babylonian Talmud, which could never be truly civilized and 
which was irrevocably destined to wreck the personal lives of 
individuals through the ages. Freud offered humanity no 
hope, only the constant struggle against the bleak probability 
offorever condemned to wallow in a morass of filth, sodomy 
and inc 

Freud's message was one of hatred, disgust, and self- 
sadness. His gospel of analysis and self-analysis, of picking 
apart human dreams and ideas until nothing but dirt remained 
of themto beperpetuatedprotection of the animal dogmatism 
ofpsychoanalysis andmademajor concern ofall mankind 90 
percent of man was id, 9 percent ego and | percent super-ego. 
The ego was the conscious will of the individual, while the 
superegomeantFreud called "totem and taboo" (the title of 
one of his books), the constraints and regulations of parents, 
schools, prisons, churches and synagogues, military superiors 
and civil magistratesin short, all those controls which society 
ingeneral exercises over the individualBecause, in Freud's 
diabolical viewman'struly vitalexperience is said to take place 
in the shadow world of the subconscious, where the ego and 
the super-ego play only a superficial and incidental role, 
mankind was - according to Freud - like that in Plato's 
famous Allegory of the Cave before Socrates appears to lead 
man out of its darkness and unreal shadow world and into the 
radiant light of earthly glory which man iscapable of 
attainingby virtue of his illuminatingintellectIn fact, the 


ancient Greeks, including Socrates, Plato, Aristotleand 
Epicurus, took up the main theme of culture where the 
glorious first bringers of culture, the Sumerians, had had to 
abandon itHellas' glory can no more perish entirely and 
forever than Sumer's, just as the Holy Roman Empire of the 
German Nation in its medieval glorycannever be entirely 
destroyed, as much dirt as there is on its sacred legacy by 
intellectual seducers like Darwin 

Marx and Freud is poured out. day will come when itonce 
again stand in all the splendor and glory that characterized its 
greatness and spirit in the time of a Wolfram von Eschenbach 
and a Walther von der Vogelweide 


New birth in freedom 


The German people will one day overcome what some of 
its astute thinkershave called its Minus-Soul(the traditionally 
thin but powerful layer of the German traitor elite, which was 
at work against Arminius until Hitler, and is beyond him to 
this day).And it willrebuildin community with its French, 
Italian, Spanish, Scandinavian, Hungarian and_ other 
European friends, a free, pluralisticEurope, based on the 
ancientGermanicconcept of self-determination and freedom 
for all nationsalready clearly recognizable in Tacitus' 
timeThe Jewish world empire, which Jewish and non-Jewish 
intellectuals are still feverishly trying to create at this end of 
the 20th century (see especially Michael Baigent, Richard 
Leigh, Henry Lincoln:7he Holy Blood and the Holy Grail, 
Jonathan Cape, London, 445/982, ff.|, will never exist, and 
even the colonial peoples of Western civilization such as great 
Asian bloc of Japan, China and India and the Western 
hemisphere dominated by the USA and Latin Americawill 
experience a rebirth in freedom 

Certainly, Western culturealready weakened by Darwin and 
Marxshaken as by a hurricane by the appearance of a soul 
seducer like FreudBut the western culture with its strong 
Carolingian, Saxon, Frankish and Staufian roots has not 


perished and willneverdisappearthis earth,despite 
OswaldSpengler, Arnold Toynbee and all the other gloomy- 
thinkersofa pathologically spiral-morphological, biological- 
organicview of history, which is still the only home of 
organic life in the universedespite all the space utopians and 
their UFO craziness in the late 20th century 

Certainly, there will continue to be siren songs from over- 
refined, late-urban intellectuals urging usfollowthe path of 
Isidore Singer (A Religion of Truth, Peace, and [ustice, Amos 
Society, New York, 1924) andabandonour traditional early 
church, medieval, and modern Christianity in favor of either 
Judaism or a paganism already weakening before its final 
death (3500 B.C.E. - 500 CBut the West, when its true 
probation comes, willcorrectly assessits real possibilities 
andremain faithful toits great Christian tradition from the 5th 
century (after the 4th EcumenicalCouncil in Chalcedon of 
451 ), which made us great Its proud motto will remain 
forever: If God is with us, who can be against us? 

Voltaire was the brilliant spokesman for a despotic 
worldviewlooked back on a destructive past Louis XIV, 
glorified by Voltaire, was never worth the price of the terrible 
European War of 1618-1648 on which he based his power. 
The world views offered to us by such Voltaire disciples as 
Darwin, Marx and Freud are extremely negative. In the final 
judgment, nothing can prevent us from rejecting them. Jean- 
Jacques Rousseau, however, son of the French-German 
borderland, continues to show the West the way to a 
promising future. 


Second chapter 


A POSITIVE LEGACY FOR EUROPE: 
BISMARCK'S SUCCESS IN THE REUNIFICATION 
GERMANY 


Robespierre was no Lenin 


The French Revolution of was/789, in its initial successes, 
cut to pieces by the destructive force of traditional English 
imperialism with the axe of hatred, but in the long run even 
the tyranny of England was unable to prevent the French 
from passing through a whole sea of restlessness to the 
synthesis which they have possessed for 25 years with their 
Fifth Republic founded in 1958. In spite of the now already 
old-fashioned hatred of the English imperialists, one day the 
German Reich will also be restored to all its former glory. 

The synthesis of free enterprise, republic and Jacobinism 
achieved for Francel 589 could have been brought about as 
early as the end of the 18th century by Rousseau's disciple 
Maximilien de Robespierre, had the English war not 
intervened. In fact, Robespierre - England notwithstanding - 
very close to this goal just before the fatefulThermidor9. ( 
July 2 8, 1794), when his supposed friends stabbed him in the 
back, especially Lazare Carnot, who became the father of the 
modern people's army by his call for “levee en masse". 
Instead of achieving the synthesis it was so close to, the 
French Revolution of !?89 sank into ruins.There would 
certainly have been no other reasonwhy a free, republican 
France at the end of the 18th century should not have 
coexisted with the monarchist great powers of Europe, 


England, Prussia, Austria, and Russia, in all the jewels of 
feudal times that remained to them Ideological differences 
are not incompatible with international peace and do not 
necessarily create international enmity. This wasthe message 
of Dr. Goebbelsthirtiesthis century, when England and the 
USAdeafan unnecessary ideologicalcrusade 

should be freely and gratefully acknowledged that 
Robespierre - despite the endless distortions of Soviet 
historians - was not a Lenin whobuilda society of will-less 
slaves, but a disciple of Rousseauheart the establishment of a 
modern, free society It is known that Robespierre gave up his 
lucrative position as a municipal judge in his third decade of 
life so that he would not have to attend the execution of a 
death sentence as such. As the leading head of the Welfare 
Committee of the French National Convention, he could - as 
little as "Fight- ing Bob" LaFollette in the USA - 
preserveoriginal virtuouspurity of an ivory tower iconoclast 
like Henry David Thoreau (see above)And Rousseau 
acknowledged - as Mussolini later did - the wisdom of the 
adageyou can't make an omelet without breaking eggsA fter 
all, the number of victimsthe few political purges of the 
revolutionary National Conventionthat Robespierre was 
forced to oversee (against the extremist Hebertinists and the 
corruptDantonists in March/April I 794)wasmuch more 
judiciouslyand carefully limited (even if Thomas Carlyle- 
behalf of English imperialism, slanderouslyclaimed the 
opposite) than that of the later 
Thermidor purge, to which Robespierre himself, his 
leadership corpsand masses of his followers _ fell 
victimcontrast, the number ofexecutions ever carried 
outonRobespierrepersonal orders never exceeded 18 


Bonaparte's rise and end 
Strategically, Robespierre could never have been like 


Lenin, because the ultimate goals of the two revolutionary 
leaders were completely different.But had he had a little more 


of Lenin's tactical dexterity, it would probably have been 
possible for him to successfully forestall Carnot's conspiracy 
and thus save, once and for all and against all the 
machinations of English imperialisminitial gains of the 
French RevolutionRobespierre's overthrow deprived France 
of its democratic republican form of government for many 
yearsAnd even the regime of the National Conventionwhich 
Robespierre's corrupt defeaters had established, was 
destroyed as early as i 79 5.From that moment on, all that 
matteredsalvage what could be salvaged ofFrance's great 
revolutionarylegacy of the years 1789-1794This was the 
reason why most ofJacobinssupported Napoleonduring the 
two following decades until Waterloo(1815) They had no 
other viable option. 

It remains an indisputable fact that the Directory, the 
regime of the plutocratic oligarchy of France from 1795 to 
1799, failed toaccomplish anything proper 

Napoleon Bonaparte's coup d'état of the 18th Brumaire (9. 
I I. 1799) inaugurated his personal dictatorship in France 
from 1799 to 1804, known in history as the Consulate. 

In a personal effort to give France a new monarchical 
legitimacy, Bonaparte I 804 transformed himself into 
Emperor Napoleon I after three disguisedmajor British 
enterprises to assassinate him failed.Napoleon's European 
domination, based on the collaboration between the French, 
Germans, and Italiansworked remarkably well in the early 
19th centurywasdestroyedby the English-led Fourth Coalition 
(this last and strongest English alliance against Franceformed 
when Napoleon's preemptive war againstAlexander I of 
Russia failed).At the urging of English Prime Minister 
Castlereagh (who committed suicide in 1822 by cutting his 
neck from ear to ear), Bourbon rule was restored in France by 
the Allies in 1814, but it met with hatred from leading 
elements of the French people.After Napoleonfled the island 
of Elba, to which he had been exiled1815, bypassingEnglish 
Mediterranean blockade, he easily restored his rule, but his 
military defeatat Waterloo (Netherlands) onJune 188115, lost 


it forever (until then there had never been anything like 
Belgium; the former Austrian Netherlandsannexed by France 
on the basis of General Pichegru's conquests of 
1794weregranted totheDutch-Orangemonarchy at Vienna in 
1814) 

Exactly seven weeks before Napoleon's decisive defeat at 
Waterlooto change thecourse of modern world historywas 
born in Brandenburg, the ancestral heartland of the Prussian 
Hohenzollern monarchy, on J. APRIL 1815. April 1 8 15 Otto 
von Bismarck was born. The medieval German ruling 
dynasty of the Hohenzollerns had been based first in Swabia, 
as neighbors of the Habsburgs, later in Franconia (since i119 I 
as burgraves of Nuremberg), and in 1415 acquired the Mark 
Brandenburg, once the fortified outlying province of Henry 
the Lion. The von Bismarck family was resident in 
Brandenburg as landowners long before the Hohenzollerns 
came there. 


Angloam erican bestialities 


The Congress of Vienna, which was essentially a peace 
conferenceto end the warfare of the French Revolution and 
Napoleon's time, completed its work after the latter's defeat 
and condemnationThat Napoleon, after his surrender, which 
hedecidedat the last minute to do instead of going to 
America, was driven in a wooden cage through the streets of 
Southampton- as persistently circulating rumorswanted to 
know - so that the English inhabitants of the city spat and 
peed on him (as the black guards of the United Statesdid 
in1945/1946 with Julius Streicher, one of the defendants 
before the Nuremberg Tribunal), and that he later died on 
St.Helena (the rough, damp and windy small island in the 
South Atlantic, where the Englishpenned their prisoners in 
1902 at the end of the 4th Boer War) was secretly poisoned 
with arsenic by his English guards (1821), remains another 
eternally repulsive stain on the shamefully disgraced 
escutcheon of Anglo-Norman imperialism after 1066. 


This can only becompared tothe disgraceful behavior of 
the USA towards Jefferson Davis after the destruction of the 
traditionally free South by the imperialist Yankees in 
1865Davis had been highly decorated as a brave soldier in 
the 1846-1848 U.S. war against Mexicoheldthe offices of 
U.S. secretary of statefor war and U.S. senator, then served 
his country with honor and distinction as president of the 
Confederate (Southern) States of | America,whose 
Constitution, according to theprinciplespreviously 
recommended by Jeffersonthat its presidentscouldonlyonce 
for six years, instead of being elected - as now - for two terms 
of four years each (FDR, violating all traditions and even 
provisions of the U.S. Constitution, got himselfelectedfour 
times in a row)This Jefferson Davis of Mississippi was- 
captured by the Yankees in Georgia inMay I 865and was 
bestially maltreated and tortured.Long after the war, when 
Davis was held prisoner on a ship at Fort Monroe, Virginia, 
his wife amazingly receivedpermission to visit him after so 
long This unprecedented generosity came with a catch, 
however. When Mrs. Davis arrived on the ship, she was 
permitted to see her husband, but not to speak with him: he 
hadchainednakedblazing hot deck plankswitharms and 
legsspread out Somehow Davis managed to survive all those 
years of sadistic Yankee torture. In the late 1980s, he ended 
his life as a respected lawyer in New Orleans, Louisiana, then 
the largest city in the South. 

Napoleon's legitimate son from his second marriage to 
Marie Louise of Habsburg died in 1832 at the age of 21 - 
afterserving as a kind of hostagethe Austrians in their 
diplomaticdispute with King Louis-Philippe (Duke of 
Orleans) over the military occupation of Italian 
Romagna(where Mussolini was born). Louis-Philippe had- 
replaced Charles XI 8 30 when, after the conquest of Algiers 
in 1829, Prime Minister Polignac ended Bourbon rule by 
running afoul of the French Fundamental Law of 1815 and 
provoking the anti-Bourbon coup of July 18 30 in 
Paris.Napoleon's illegitimateson, born to him by his Polish 
mistress Maria Wa- lewska, later becameFrench foreign 


ministerunder Napoleon III,Napoleon I'nephewas Count 
Walewski After 1815, Marie Louise chose to stay in Italy, 
where she had been married by her main lover, the 

Count Kneippenberg, numerous illegitimate 
children.Napoleonnot take this too tragically in the last years 
of his life, because his only great love had been Josephine, 
the Creole widow from the West Indies, who inspired him to 
his first glorious and always remarkable campaign in Italy in 
1796 


Like flowers in the garden... 


The settlement reached at the Congress of Vienna was a 
dish whose essential ingredientsconsisted _ ofanti- 
nationalismand political reactionOf course, a third point was 
added, the territorial delimitation and the military and 
political pacification of France, practically the only very 
important part of the settlementcan be called - historically - a 
resounding successAt the Vienna Conference of 1938, 
chaired by Italy and Germanydevoted tothe successful 
application of the right of self-determination of peoples to the 
border countries of Hungary and Slovakia, Ciano and 
Ribbentrop made fun of the stuffy and pompously reactionary 
conference of their illustrious predecessorsA fter all, the peace 
18 15 came aboutlargely at the expense of Italy, Germany 
and Poland. 

When the Congress of Vienna concluded its work in 1815, 
Mazzini was a ten-year-old boy in the formerly republican 
Italiancity of Genoa, but Germany's great modern 
philosopher of history, Johann Gottfried Herder,had almost 
two generations earlier, on a boat trip from Riga to Nantes 
(1769), the mystical experienceto havesuch 
tremendousimpact inintervening yearsHerder saw before him 
with extreme clarity what is today, at the end of the20th - 
century, the ultimate political goal of free, good Europeans: a 
nationally pluralistic Europe whose individual ethnic parts- 
are, aS Herder put it, like the different kinds of wonderful 


flowers in a garden, parts of a larger whole with freedom, 
justice and mutual respect for all. 


England's Shameful Poland Policy 


A few years earlier, Herder had had much contact with 
Russian intellectuals when his East Prussian homeland was 
briefly (176-1762) militarily occupied by Russia. Later, he 
held a teaching postthen percent90 German city of Riga in 
the former domain of the Teutonic Order. This area was for a 
short time divided between Poland-Lithuania and Sweden, 
before Russiapossession of the whole area with the victory of 
Peter the Great /709King Charles XII at Poltava 
(Ukraine)Poland-Lithuania had thus become a de facto 
Russian protectorate until yearsS6 later when the third Polish 
partition occurred, enforced by Russia's imperialists against 
the will of Austria and Prussia. In fact, Prussia had negotiated 
an alliance treaty with /790Poland in the hope of thereby 
thwarting the Russian ultimate goal of destroying an 
independent Polish state for eternity. But Poland's hopeless 
political anarchy since the great Ukrainian popular revagainst 
Poland-Lithuaniaof caused/648 Prussia's honest effort to 
save Poland to fail. This revolt is described by the great 
Polish historian, Wladyslaw Konop- czynski in Liberum Veto 
(Warsaw, 1932], Konfederatjia Barska (Warsaw, - 
passim/936,; this book on the Confederation ofBar is- 
indispensablefor understanding the successful Russian 
penetration ofi 8th century) and in the first volume of his 
many-volume history of modern Poland, Dzieje Polski 
Nowozytney (Warsaw, passim/936,). The fact speaks for 
itself that the English Jew of Polish origin, Norman Davies, 
head of the Slavic Institute at the prestigious and traditionally 
left-wing University of London, does not even mention 
Konop- czynski in the bibliography, let alonethe text, of his 
supposedly crucially important recent account (one is 
tempted to speak of his most recent novel because most of 
what he writes about Poland seems to be more poetry than 


truth:God's Playground: a History of Poland, 2 vols, 
Columbia U. Press, New York, 1982, i33o0ff.). This book 
deserves special attention not only because it is the most 
ambitious work on Poland ever undertaken in England by 
anyonetask (though certainly not in painstaking detail) to the 
recent German masterpiece on Poland by Gotthold Rhode: 
Geschichte Polens (Darmstadt/966), but also because itwas 
England thatmore than any other foreign country - even more 
than Russia - to wreck the Polish nation of our time and spoil 
its future 

Although England's policytowardPoland has always been 
unambiguously negative and, in addition, contemptuous, the 
story of the immensetoward Poland during the last seven 
generationsbeginuntil the Congress of Vienna of 1815, a 
subject thattreated in more detail in connection with Poland 
in my book, Der erzwungene Krieg (Tibingen, 1961,12th 
edition 1983). 


Poland friendly Prussia 


fact is that both Russia and Prussiabegannegotiations of the 
Congress of Vienna in 1814 withconstructive attitude 
towards PolandIt is known that Napoleon Icreateda Polish 
puppet state in 1807, whose constitution he personallywrote 
downthe course of a single day in DresdenSaxon metropolis 
on the Elbe was an excellent place for this, because the 
Wettin dynasty (Albertineline), Napoleon's ally (from the 
Peace of Tilsit1807 to the Battle of Leipzig in 1813), ruled in 
Saxonythat timehad also provided the kings of Poland from 
1697 to 1763.They had replaced Krakow as the Polishcapital 
with Warsaw and built there the magnificent and world- 
famous Royal Palace BrihlDresden's archives contained 
extensive material which Napoleon could consult to learn 
about Poland's recent political history when he decided to 
write a constitution for the Poles before using them I 8 I 2 as 
auxiliaries in his invasion of Russia.This invasion by anarmy 
composed ofFrench, Italians, Germans, Dutch, and Polesis 


the main content of the great Polish national epic, "Mr. 
Thaddeus" (1834), pennedAdam Mickiewicz, a romantic 
student of Mazzini who became quite famous in Germany as 
well 

A generous, even romantically friendly attitude toward 
Poland was equally characteristic of regimes as diverse as 
that of Frederick William III, who was surrounded by 
Hardenberg reformers, and his three immediate 
predecessors,I (1713-1740), Frederick the Great (1740-1786), 
and Frederick William II (1786-1797),latter two of whom 
had participated in the Polish partitions instigated by Russia 
in the 18th centuryFrederick WilliamIII. (7797-1840) was 
naively eager to get rid of all Polish territories in 1814 (this 
refers only to the results of the second and _ third 
Polishpartitions; what fell to Prussia in the first partition in 
1772 were only some of the ethnic German territories that 
Poland had appropriated in the Peace of Thorn of 1466 in the 
area thatbecame known20th century as the PolishCorridor) 

Russia's attitude in 1814 was determined bysimilar - 
considerations, because Tsar Alexander I (1801-1825)was 
very differentas a rulerfrom those whobrought about Poland's 
downfallthe 18th century, namelyTsar Peter I (1689-17251 
and Tsarina Catherine II (1762-I796I).When Alexander I 
made his appearance in Vienna, he was primarily under the 
influence of two genuine reformist statesmenwho had 
themselves been shaped by the liberal Jacobin ideas of the 
French Revolution: the Russian Prince Mikhail Speransky 
and the Polish PrinceAdam Czartoryski 

Prior to the first Polish partition of the 18th century (1772), 
Poland-Lithuania was a multiethnic state withnopredominant 
ethnic group and a Polish population of no more than one- 
third, roughly the percentage that Russiansmake upwithin the 
total population oof the multinational Soviet 
UniontodayRussians and Prussians, however, wanted to 
create in Vienna a Polish state firmly rooted in the nation in 
accordance with the modern conceptions of ethnic nationality 
as developed by Herder and Rousseau and laterwith so much 
eloquent enthusiasm by Mazzini and his disciplesduring the 


suspended statethe 19th centuryThe border to be tentatively 
proposed in the East was very easily drawn from East Prussia 
to the Carpathians in such a way asfew Poles east of that line 
and very few non-Poles (Germans and Jews excepted) west 
of itDefining the border in the west presented more problems, 
but also no insurmountabledifficultieswere almost no 
PolesSilesia or in the West Prussianarea of Danzig at that 
time, so these areaswere not taken into accountcreation of a 
new PolishstateIn southern West Prussia there were some 
Poles, and in Poznan, which the PolescallWielikopolska - 
because the Danish Vikings had created there in the 10th 
century the first state organization that everexistedis now 
Polishsoil, the population consisted of one __ third 
Germans.Prussia made the generous offer to annex the entire 
province of Posen to a new Polish statethus compensating for 
the Polish minority in the province of West Prussia, which 
was to remain with PrussiaThe envisaged new Polish state 
would have no seacoast of its own, but that would not have 
been a problem, since the German commercial centers of 
Danzig and K6nigsberg were more than willing to cooperate 
commercially with the Polesand there had never been any 
Polish population on any coast, Baltic, Black or otherwiseTo 
speak of Poland as an isthmus betweengeopolitician Henryk 
Baginski didtime when in the 1930s all 19 million Poles who 
existed at that time, with the sole exception of the port district 
of Gdynia, where Danish engineers had built a single port in 
the so-called Polish corridor stolen from Germany in the 
1920s, lived far from any coast deep inlandis sheer nonsense 
(cfHenryk Baginski:Poland and the Baltic, English 
translation, Edinburgh/Scotland, 1942, passim) 


England hostile to Poland 


The proverbial political anarchy of the Poles in the six 
generations preceding the Congress of Vienna had led, 
among other things, to the grotesque situation that a single 
deputy in the Polish Sejm could paralyze the entire 


legislation of an entire period with his veto. While the 
representation of the people was thus paralyzed for decades 
without interruption, the two Saxon Wettin kings 
hadmanaged to improvise political solutionswith good will 
and skill during the 66 years of their rule over Poland.Russia 
and Poland therefore made a _ proposalVienna toplace 
virtually all Polish-populated territories under the control of a 
Polish constitutional monarchy, which would be linked to 
Russia in personal union through the House of RomanovTo 
prevent this uplifting and salutary project in the spirit of 
Herder and Rousseau at all costs, the English Prime Minister 
Castlereagh was cold-bloodedly and fanatically determined, 
that misanthropic and despotic imperialistled theEnglish 
delegationthe Congress of Viennaand remained in power in 
England until his terrible suicide in 1822, seven years after 
the conclusion of the Congress of Vienna His actions were 
guided by the motto of English equilibrium policy, borrowed 
from the early Romans at the height of their imperialism: 
divide and rule! 

Castlereagh had no more respect for the rights and wishes 
of his own English compatriots than he did for those of the 
Poles, whom he regarded as ignorant savages and - crudely 
but accurately expressed - pimples on the backside of 
progress. But the justification of his frighteningly anti-Polish 
policy in Vienna had nothingdowith any thoughts he had 
about Poland, thoughts which apparently never entered his 
mind, but this policy sprang exclusively from his firm 
intentionsow as much discord as possible between the three 
main political forces of Eastern and Central Europe: Russia, 
Austria and Prussia It must be remembered that Castlereagh 
came to Vienna in 1814 with imprecations for Russian policy 
in Spain. That country had been liberated from French 
influence (and pushed back into the Bourbon reaction of 
Ferdinand VU) mainly with financial and military help from 
England, but in Madrid in 1 814 the Russian ambassador 
Tati- shev practically played the role of a prime minister of 
Bourbon Spain 

Castlereagh did not wish to see smooth solutions for 


RussiaEastern and Central Europe, which would only enable 
the latter to intervene even more effectively in Western 
Europe; quite the opposite.With the fall of the Rousseau- 
oriented Austrian Liberals under Johann Philipp Graf von 
Stadion in Vienna in 1809, the English agent and supreme 
political reactionary from the German Rhineland, Klemens 
First von Metternichsucceeded Stadion as head of the Vienna 
Foreign Ministryand gainedabsolute power over Austrian 
foreignpolicyIn France, the Bourbon kingLouis XVI[hadput 
his trust in the former bishop of Autun, Charles Maurice duke 
of Talley- rand-Perigord, who had already I 808 put all his 
eggs in the English basket.This had provided him, among 
other things, with the opportunity of obtaining with ease 
English support for the rejection of the Prussian demand 
forreturn of Strasbourg, the splendid city of the 
Reformationand GothicLouis XIV had seized this German 
city in 168 I AN act of naked aggression, when the Habsburgs 
were fully occupied inavertingthe second and most serious 
threat to Vienna, sponsored by France, from _ the 
Turkishadvance up the Danubewas not until 1683the Turkish 
threat was finally eliminated, but by then it was too late to 
save Strasbourg 


The fourth Polish division 


With Talleyrand and Metternich and thus also Bourbon 
France and Habsburg Austriain his pocket, Castlereagh had 
an unusually strong position vis-a-vis Alexander I and 
Frederick William I[the Polish questionNevertheless, 
historians agree that, despite the precedingfour exhaustive so- 
called coalition wars from 1792 to 1814, Prussia and Russia, 
with their backs tothe wall, were about to take up arms with 
England over the Polish question when Napoleon returned to 
France from Elba, thus automatically reassembling the fourth 
coalition (England, France, and Austria had signed a secret 
agreement on January 5s final defeatat WaterlooJune 18, 
1815, by Wellington and Bliicher, English prestige had 


reached its zenith, Russia and Prussia temporarily lost their 
nerve and agreed to give uppositionPoland 

It was the English diplomacy of vindictiveness alone, 
applied by Castlereagh's fanatical will as an example, and not 
the cowardly acquiescence of France, Austria, Russia, and 
Prussiabrought aboutcheap, frivolous, and altogether 
indefensible fourth partition of Poland I 8 1 5 England's 
orders, and this alone, not the three precedinghad been 
temporarily expedientthe eighteenthremained for more than a 
century behind a rampart of English warships and bayonets- 
the fourth partition of Poland, which imperialist England- 
forcedits allies I 8 1 5 to swallow at Vienna, was a cold- 
bloodedly conceived and executed horrible crime ofworst 
kind, in short a typical act of Anglo-Norman foreign policy 
of the era since the Normanconquest of i066. In the seven 
generations of English ascendancy as an imperialist world 
power from I763 to 1943, no one has been able to compete 
with England's countless crimes against peace and against 
humanity. 

The Congress of Vienna 


As everyone knows, in the 1920s the English professional 
diplomatic historianC. K.Webster established a well-founded 
reputation as theworld's leading expert onCongress of 
Vienna, just as the University of California historianVernon 
Puryearbecamethe preeminent expert on the diplomacy of the 
Turkish straits from the Russian-Turkish Treaty of Kuchuk- 
KainarchiIN 77 4 to the Montreux Convention in 1936 
through the four massivevolumesprepared and published on 
the subjectPersonally, I would like toconsider theAustrian 
historian Heinrich Ritter von Srbikwho died in19 5 I) as the 
most knowledgeableacademic in the worldabout the Congress 
of Viennaeven if he does not appear as dazzling as C. K. 
Webster, who displays the typical self-confidenceEnglish 
academics, and I am of course also aware of the proven fact 
that Srbik was the source of Henry Kissinger's statement that 
Metternich was the greatest modern statesman.Srbik was the 
author of an excellent three-volume biography of Metternich 


( 1925/19 54) and ofGerman Unity (4 vols., 193 5-1942), 
positively stirringas a work of historyin which he portrayed 
Austria's roleGerman history from Joseph IIto Hitler, two 
Austrian statesmen who were both far ahead of their time (it 
goes without saying that Srbik, as a German nationalist and 
expert on the greater Germany of the Middle Agesgladly and 
expressly approved of Austria's annexationby Hitler in 
1938just as the great Sudeten German poet and _historian,- 
Erwin Guido Kolbenhey- er, who died in 1962, was not 
afraid to celebrate Hitler's bringing the Sudeten Germans 
home to the Reich with eloquent words in his famous poem 
"Dank!(see E. G. Kolbenheyer: "Sebastian Karst", 3 
volsDarmstadt1957-1958, passim, and Helmut Siindermann: 
"Die Grenzen fallen!", Munich, 1938, passim). 

not our intention heredealdetail with the learned works of 
Webster and Srbik, but we will cite Webster as an example of 
the essential problem of historiography It consists in the 
ability of the individual historian to transcend the 
conventional boundaries of time and space in perhaps a 
somewhat mystical way in order to place himself in the 
context of a particular historical situation. Some historians 
possess this ability, a truly divine gift that Clio does not give 
to everyone. Some have to do without it. For example, twenty 
years ago, when U.S. historians Commager and 
NevinsdiscussedChurchill's career on U.S. television as an 
example in historysingular success in public life, they clearly 
found themselves out of step with such distinguished English 
Churchill specialists asconservative Oxford professional 
historian James Ford Rhodes(Winston Churchill, A Study in 
Failure, London, 1970) and the brilliant amateur historian 
(and Labour Party MP) Emrys Hughes ( Winston Churchill: 
British Bulldog, London, 1 9 54).It should be noted in passing 
that good amateur historareusually better than good 
professional historians, as evidenced in Germany by the 
examples of Ludwig Reiners with his excellent biography of 
Frederick the Great "Friedrich" and Gerhard Brennecke, 
whose "Die Nirnberger Geschichts-Entstellung:Sources on 
the Prehistory and History of the Second World War "isan 


excellent scholarly exposition sine ira et studio of the 
scurrilous nonsense of the prosecution in the infamous so- 
called "Main War Crimes Trial" in Nuremberg from 1945- 
1946 

When Clio sighed 


The most important error of Commager and Nevins was 
that they approached their subject almost as if Winston 
Churchill were a U.S.citizensimply because his mothercitizen 
of the United Statesbefore her early marriage and service as a 
companion to the future Empress Eugenie, thenyoung 
Spanish bride of Napoleon IIwhereas Churchill was, of 
course, an Englishman passionately devoted to his country 
every day, every hour, indeed every minute of his life of 
more than ninety yearsThe man who, in 1940, when he 
became English dictator at the age of 66, proudly declared 
that he had not assumed the office of His Majesty's prime 
minister to preside over the sellout of the Empire, truly 
deserved, long before the end of his eventful life, the 
epitaphsuggested for him by the English publicist and editor 
ofThe European magazineMiddleton Murray: "He took over 
a proud empire and left a small appendage." 

In the case of Commager and Nevins, it was a matter of 
their being provincial colonial Americans (Ezra Poundliked 
tocallthem "Murikans," jokinglyusingdistinctiveaccent with 
which the Irish speak English)sufferedonly from the full- 
blownpsychosis commonamong U.S. court historiansbut also 
from a congenital inability to place themselvesany non- 
American environment, be it our present time or any other 
period of historyThey were both, in short, very puny 
historians, although John F. Kennedy, the Roosevelt disciple 
and later U.S. Presidentas Senator for Massachusettsthe 
1950sselectedNevins as the ghost writerfor his so-called 
second book/Profiles of Courage, New York, 1956). 

The advantage for C. K. Webster in dealing with the 
Congress of Vienna was that in 1919 the Versailles Peace 
Conference hadjust failed and John Maynard Keyneshad 
exposed this failure in his work7he Economic Conse- 


quences of the Peace (London, 1919, passim) with a 
brilliance that has outlasted the times. Later, in The Times of 
London (1925), Keynes pointed out Churchill's economic 
imbecility, manifestedfixingChancellor of the Exchequer, the 
exchange rate of the British poundagainst the dollar at 4.85, 
as it had been before 1914, even though England had by then 
become a poor country with perpetual unemployment,after 
havinghad to liquidateduring the First World War most of its 
financial investments all over the world with their nice 
profits, while its balance of traderemainedas negative as 
before the war, which it could no longer afford because the 
income from foreign investments was lacking to cover the 
deficit of the balance of tradeChurchill resented Keynesthis 
remark so much that hepursuedit with unvarying hostility 
until his death in 1946Churchill could not bear the slightest 
word of criticism, not even an uplifting one, because he- 
alwayshis early youth by his psychopathic father and his 
nymphomaniac mother (see especially the book by the 
Oxford historian Martin Gilbert:WC, Volumes 3 and 4, 
London, 1975-1981, passim, the sequel to Randolph 
Churchill: WC, Volumes | and 2). 


Around the German Upper Silesia 


C. K. Webster was right when hestated inhis Studies of- 
Diplomatic History of Europe in the Nineteenth Century that 
the Congress of Viennal 8 1 5 more successful in its efforts to 
pdefeated Francethan the Versailles Conference of I 9 19 was 
in pacifying defeated Germany. But this was only a thesis 
which would still have had to be proved, because there was 
not the slightest effort on the part of the Allies to pacify - 
Germany1919. Let us _ heredisregard David Lloyd 
George'sisolatedgestures, such as his vain attempt to- 
persuadethe sick and already very agedold Clemenceau 
(confirmed in his own swan song bookGrandeur et misere 
d'une victoire, Paris, 1932, passim) to abide by Article 88 on 
Upper Silesia in the Versailles Treaty dictated by the Allies 


themselves, which stipulated that the whole territory should 
go to whoever won the scheduled elections.This was, of 
course, the Germans, because Upper  Silesiahad 
beenuninterruptedlypredominantly Germanlast 800 
yearsandhadalso been in the Germanic-Germanicareamost of 
the hundreds of years preceding the 12th century 
Clemenceau, who throughout his cynical and opportunistic 
activity in politics never had the slightestrespect for the law 
(recalling Theodore Roosevelt and his statement that he had 
no idea of the law, but knew very well how to intimidate 
judges), insisted, despite Lloyd Georges hintassigning 
Katowice, which had voted 80 percent for Germany, to 
PolandAnd, more importantly, he could not be dissuaded 
from handing over to Poland more than 80 percent of the 
Upper Silesian coal mineswere much richer than those of the 
Ruhr, England, Wales, and the United StatesThe partition of 
Upper Silesia,was carried outde jure in 1922end of any 
pretended legality on the part of the victorious diplomatsin 
Paris.It stamped them for all time as commonswindlers and 
deprived the Allies of the slightest moral or legal justification 
for complainingReich President Paul von Hindenburg in 
1927, at the commemorative ceremonies at 
TannenbergrepudiatedArticle 231 of the Versailles Dictate 
concerning Germany's sole war guiltThey now also had to- 
acceptall the unilateral violations of the Versailles Treaty by 
Adolf Hitlerafter 1933took placeresponse to acts of 
aggressionagainst Germany by the former Alliesneed only- 
recallthe r 9 34"no" to German equality with regard to 
armaments, pronounced very top-down by France's Foreign 
Minister Louis Barthau, after the League of Nations had 
promised such equality, the League of Nations Disarmament 
Conference had deliberated for two years, and Germany, for 
seven years after 1926, as a sovereign, equalNationsandeven 
as a permanent member of its Security Council, had tried 
everything to reach a _ peaceful settlement with 
France.Further: in May 1935, France's Prime 
MinisterLavalsignedan indefinite military assistance pact 
with the Soviet Union, although this pact as such was a clear 


violation of the voluntarily negotiatedLocarno Treaty of 
1925, in which France had undertakennot to expand its 
system of alliancesexisting in Europe; in February 1936, the 
treaty on the Franco-Soviet military alliance was ratified by 
the French SenateAnd finally, in the same year, there was the 
conclusion of an Anglo-French military alliancedirected 
exclusively against Germany, which at that moment was free 
of any alliance commitment directed against anyone. 


The "Tiger" Clemenceau 


In the sense of international law, the whole Treaty of 
Versailles was already a worthless piece of paper: 922, i.e. 
already eleven years before Hitler'sseizure of powerl1933 
(banner court historians adhere to the childish and 
untruthfullinguistic regulation that it was a "seizure of 
power"). For Clemenceau and his signing accomplices had- 
themselves cynically brokenthis treaty in a very essential 
point of decisive world-historical significance, with billions 
of dollars of natural resources and invested wealthThat the 
(French-occupied) German Memelland was handed over to 
Lithuania in 1923 without a referendum was already a strong 
move, but what Clemen- ceau had done with regard to Upper 
Silesia the year before was a flagrant violation of peace and 
human rights, one of the most serious crimes of its kind in the 
history of civilized mankind 

When Clemenceau committed this crime, he had already 
crossed the threshold of the ninth decade of his lifewhich 
could not prevent him, shortly beforeduring the so-called 
peace negotiations of 1919grabbingU.S. President Woodrow 
Wilson by the lapelsand shaking him, assuming that the latter 
was having one of his habitual fitsThe two-timeFrench prime 
minister of the far left at the time (1906-1909 and I9I7-1920) 
had already begun his political career when France's foreign 
minister, the Duke of Gramontrecklesslydeclared warPrussia- 
July 1 8 70(whichpromptedthe great USA novelistLouisa May 
Alcott in New England to exclaim in typical American 


French hostility: >>Hurrah for old Prussia! " as reported - 
along with hundreds of similar anecdotes - in 
Gazley'sAmerican Opinion and German Unification, New 
York, 1926, passim).Clemenceau was up to his ears in the 
worst scandals of the young Third Republic, such as the 
Boulanger affair (conspiracy to stage a coup d) and the 
Panama scandal (reckless profiteeringcaused Ferdinand de 
Lesseps' effort to build a French Panama Canal to fail, see 
above)was hepromptedthe great French storyteller Anatole 
Francecynical remark that Clemenceau's radical socialists had 
governed badly but looked after themselves well (a 
cynicalremark about the politics of those days has 
alsosurvived from Clemenceau himself The more things 
change, the more everything stays the same). He seized 
dictatorial power I9I7 in France on the back of the former 
prime minister (IQ I I- 1912) Joseph Caillaux, whom he 
defrauded and put in prison.The French occupation of Upper 
Silesia after 1918 was under the command of one of his 
servant accomplices, the young General LeRondwas 
knownhis local sphere of influence as the mad terrorist in an 
officer's uniformThis was the so-called "Tiger" Clemenceau, 
by far the worst product of the French parliamentary system 
before 19 14. An evilman of old age brought his own peace 
settlementdisrepute and thus - against his will - steered world 
history in the direction opposite to that desired (his 
innumerable blunders provided the politics of the Weimar 
Republic with the necessary leverage for the rise of Hitler 
and his National Socialists, which led totransformation of 
Germany, weak and downhearted after I 9 I 8, into a strong 
and proud one, as Clemenceau had longed for, [cf. especially 
Erich Kern: "Der schreckliche Friede/Von Versailles zu 
Adolf Hilter," Gottingen, 1961, passim]). 


What matters in a historian 


goes without saying that under these circumstances iteasy 
for C. K. Webster to prove his thesis that the Congress of 


Vienna was more successful in pacifying defeated France 
than the Versailles Peace Conference was in pacifying 
defeated Germanylt was simply the case of the big-game 
hunter shooting cows in the pasture, touseEnglish Air 
MarshalTeddersimilewhen in the so-called Blitz on London 
of 1940 the German limited-range bombers were shot down 
by the British, whoalso had no more planes than the enemy, 
but a quite excellent radar system, which as early as Feb. 
1939 was ready for action (which at the timegaveLord 
Halifax the green light for his policy of aggressionagainst 
Germanywhich until then had been conducted only in secret) 
In addition, the German military secret code was already in 
April 

1940 hadbetrayed to the Britishby Admiral Wilhelm 
Canaris, Abwehr chief since 1934belongedthetraitor elite(see 
especially Asher Lee:The German Air Force, London 1947, 
passim). 

At this point C. K. Webster made a great leap far beyond 
any conclusion justified by his easily provable thesis, as 
Commager and Nevins did on their USA television program 
whenthey emphasized the advantages with which 
Churchillhadshowered USA but not English 
imperialismportraying Churchill as an imagined American 
success rather than an obvious and very real English 
failureThe reason for Webster's behavior is that he lacked - 
as, unfortunately, didmost English and U.S. historians of the 
twentieth century - the very ordinarybut indispensable skill of 
historical exposition, a skill that was the natural armament of 
French, German, and Italian historians in the nineteenth 
century (most Germansdeprived ofit by 
thoroughbrainwashing by the Anglo-American-Soviet victors 
after World War II) 

A very simple example may suffice to illuminate this 
point. Around 1790, Frenchmen whohad fled _ to 
Harnburgbefore the French Revolutionastonished byprecise 
knowledge that young Barthold Niebuhrpossessedthe latest 
revolutionary eventstaking place in Parisfields of politics, 
economics and society They suspected that he was some kind 


of secret agent and penetrated him with the question of when 
he would be 
had last been to France. Niebuhr answered openly and 
honestly that he had never been to France, indeed nowhere at 
all outside HamburgAlthough this was the pure truth, 
theydidwant to believe him, because the emigrated French 
simplyconsideredit impossiblea foreigner without intimate 
contact with the eventscould keephis hand on the pulse of 
revolutionary France as Niebuhr did as a genius of 
historiography, namely with his ability to transfer himself in 
an almost mystical way from his own environment to that of 
a completely different world 

This is a skilltraditionally possessedall outstanding French, 
Italian, and German historians, but by very few of their 
English and U.S. colleagues, who would like to be equally 
outstandingThe reason for this deplorable state of affairs in 
England was what Ian Colvin (AHistory of the Hansea- tic 
League, London, 1 9 1 5)called theEnglish insular obduracy. 
This is quite similar to what Reisehauer and other modern 
Western experts have noted in Japan: The islanders! 
innatebelief in their own mythical superiority, which makes it 
impossible forputposition of someone of "lesser origin," in 
turn, as in the case of Theodore Roosevelt,usethe expression 
of the English Social Darwinist and (very well paid) 
professional showvinistin second-rate prose and third-rate 
poetry, constantly prattled on about Englandto bear the 
"white man's burden" (namely, that of rounding up people of 
"lesser origin" like cattle)We are talking about Rudyard 
Kipling, who in his very private life was too cowardly and 
too primitive to have his initially relatively harmless stomach 
ulcerstreated, until hewrithingpain like a wormfloor ofhis 
vacation home in the Channel Islandsbefore he finally 
contracted a 
tell him anything else than that it was definitely too late todo- 
prevent his imminent death (see especially the USA medical 
journalMD Magazine, 1965/10). 


Caesar and Augustus 


Although US Americaisnot a small island like Honshu, the 
largest of the four main Japanese islands, or like the British 
main island, the USA plutocrat oligarchy hasmanagedat 
enormous expense, including billions of dollarssquanderedby 
Roosevelt's World War II Wilson imitatedOffice of War 
Information for the purpose of criminal 
brainwashing,producea weakened and fecklessgeneration of 
professional U.S. court  historiansbeen so _ terribly 
intellectually bent that they are a priori incapableevaluating 
their own American sphere in any reasonably meaningful and 
coherent way, much lesscorrectly judgingthe real conditions 
in any foreign country in the present or historical past 

An apt example is Chester Starr's A History of the Ancient 
World (New York, Oxford 1982,University Press, edition2., 
passim), in which advanced studentsthe United States are 
taught, among other things, that the murderous Assyriansto - 
9.7th century B.C. were the great builders of an empire and 
that, on a final consideration, "imperialismneeds no 
justification" (for this foolish assertion alone, Thomas 
Jefferson would have run his leather slave whip over the 
author's mouth). The same author, in complete disregard of 
the dazzling historical work ofJohn Dickinsan The Fall of the 
Roman Repu- blic (New York, 1965, passim), published a 
few years earlier, assertsthat the greatest liars, traitors, and 
scoundrels of their time, Julius Caesar and his great-nephew 
Augustus, were great statesmen who gave the world a new, 
promising, and positive shape. 

Starr even takesseriously as a positive source of history the 
high-sounding Augustus memoirsRes gestae (The 
Accomplished Things), written by a ghost writerfact nothing 
but the model for all corrupt court historians. They 
conveniently begin only in 2 7 B.C., when Augustus had 
already established the monopoly of power behind the 
deceptive facade of preserving the ancient Roman republican 
constitution (see Tacitus: Opera omnia, passim).These 
memoirs, however, do not mentionsingle one of the 


innumerable heinous crimes committed by Augustus from the 
age of 18when his great-uncle (and adoptive father) Julius 
Caesarwas killeda conspiracy of the Senate (with the 
participation of no less than 80 of its most distinguished 
members), and which he continued until the consolidation of 
his power as supreme dictator r 7 years laterThis is as if 
Lenin had written his memoirs withoutmentioningCheka 
murders of 1918, thebloodbath inflicted onthe Russian 
OrthodoxChurch1919,several hundred thousand men of God, 
and the genocideCrimean Tatarsinitiated in 1920 and 
ultimately successful. 


A smear actor 


It would still have to be clarifieddirect responsibility of 
Augustus, then 20 years old, for the murder of Cicero in 43 - 
B., that man whom the Italian Renaissance, beginning with 
Petrarch,recognizedwisestand most humane philosopher and 
statesman of the ancientworld, next to whom Nero's Seneca 
and the Stoic emperor Marcus Aurelius seem like ordinary 
simpletons Socrates had in Athens at least still the possibility, 
before and after the in the year 3 99 b.c.e. But the shortly 
before widowed and older Cicero (actually he became only 
63 years old, but was loaded with the heavy load of a very 
busy life, whose yieldastonishing and in the last twelve 
months of his lifeunique) wasstabbed shamefullythe course 
of an extensive "purge", whose victims were as illustrious as 
helplesslying on a stretcherlt remains a gruesome and 
shameful, but indisputable fact that the tongue of the brilliant 
orator Cicero was torn out with the express permission of 
Augustusand nailed (pierced with a hairpin of Flavia, one of 
the wives of Marcus Antonius) in the Forum Romanum 
Everyone knows that Augustus! last words on his deathbed in 
Nola in 14 CE were, "Have I not been a good actor?" History 
should not be made by traveling people, but by serious men 
and women. 

Augustus was a cowardly braggart all his life, who drove 


Cleopatra to suicide; who killed his only child, the daughter 
Julia; a hypocrite of high degreesdared to ask his surviving 
servile followers if he had been a good actorHe was - in the 
cheap smear comedy that he and his great-unclehad made 
ofRoman historyup to that time had gone so nobly In any 
serious play he would not have been able to hold a candle to 
the best Roman playwright, Plautus. 

It was Caesar and  Augustusforcedthe great 
RomanMediterranean culture, a part of the larger 
Atlanticculture as Sumerwaswith its Syrian connections, into 
the hopeless impasse of imperial barrennessvia the 
prostitution of all religion by Emperor Kontantin the Great in 
3 and /2the preceding introduction of a kind of state 
socialism by Emperor Diocletian's decrees of 29 5, led to the 
end of antiquity in 476 CEpowerfuland creative Ostrogoths 
swept all this garbage aside andchased away the lisping last 
Western Roman emperor Romulus (with the significant 
epithet Augustulus = little emperor). One is reminded 
oflisping English imperialist in Ezra Pound's masterpiece The 
Pisan Cantos, which hewrotecaptivity in 1948: "It took us 
twenty years to crush Napoleon, but it won't take us twenty 
years to crush Mussolini" 


English impertinence 


From the decadent English point of view of "divide and 
rule" and the Machiavellian policy of balance of power, the 
Congress of Vienna I 8 I Sproduced a magnificent 
international peace settlement. But it is unhistorical for C. K. 
Webster insists that what the creator of the barren and 
mendacious materialistic English creed (reflected in the U.S. 
in the pragmatism of Peirce, James, and Dewey) of 
utilitarianism, Jeremy Bentham, called "the greatest possible 
happiness of the greatest possible number"(by which 
hemeantonly those 3 percent of the male population of 
England who then had the right to vote), that this was also the 
happiness, peace, and prosperity of the West as a whole 


This brings to mind an anecdote that took place I 9 I I IN 
London, when the English Foreign Secretary, Sir Edward 
Grey, busily engaged in preparations for the outbreak of 
World War I, had a highly political conversation with the 
Russian Czar's ambassador to the court of St. James, the 
German-Baltic Count Benckendorff, as I set forth in my 1956 
monograph (available only on microfilm) The Key to Con- 
stantinople on the Foreign Policy of Tsarist RussiaBased on 
the Great Soviet CollectionMezh- dunarodniya Otnoshenia v 
Epokhu Imperializm (ForeignRelations in the Age of 
Imperialism, 33vols., Moscow, 1938).This Count 
Benckendorff, like many of the prominent Baltic Germans in 
the service of the Russian tsars of 1917, belonged to the 
German traitor elitewhich in the tsarist empire worked with 
fanatical devotion toward the overthrow of that empireTo 
him now the Englishman Grey set apart what he would do at 
that moment in the position of the tsarist Undersecretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs, Anatol Neratov (the Russian 
Foreign Minister Sergei Sasonov, brother-in-law of the Prime 
Minister Peter Stolypin, assassinated in the same year I9II, 
was just in Davos, asdepicteda scene of Thomas Mann's 
"Zauberberg", the great novel symbolizing Europe before 
1914, where he had a nearly fatal lung abscess treated by 
Prof.Dr. Ferdinand Sauerbruch, the leading German surgeon 
of the time, had operated on unsuccessfully - as can be seen 
from his I 9 5 I memoirs published in West Germany- and 
which was thenremoved bya Swiss surgeon of average 
reputation, Dr. Turban, as the "DavoserRevue" confirms) 

Benckendorff, who was secretly more English than the 
English themselves, allowed this impertinence of Grey's to go 
unchallenged(Grey was so ignorant of both foreign policy 
and geography that when questioned in the House of 
Commons he was unable to name the four countries 
bordering the Black Sea in 1911; seeHansard's Par- 
liamentary Debates, 1911, Commons, London, 1912). One 
has to imagine how indignant Grey would have been if the 
situation had been reversed and Nera- tow in the tsarist 
Foreign Office at Singer BridgePetersburghad toldEnglish 


ambassador at the tsar's court, Sir George Buchanan, that he 
now wanted to put himself in the place of the English foreign 
minister and explain to him how the foreign affairsthe British 
Empire should be conducted 

In the history of diplomatic relations between the U.S. and 
Mexico, there was an incident prior to the war of aggression 
waged by the U.S. against its great southern neighbor in 
1846, when a Yankee diplomattried to explain to his Mexican 
counterpart the advantages ofceding the northern parts of 
Mexico to the U.S.: the capital of Mexico would then be 
better located in the center of the country than it is nowThe 
quick-witted Mexican replied, "I wish I could persuade you 
to accept my plan to move your capital, Washington, more to 
the center of the United States." 


"Beautiful like Queen Elizabeth" 


England today has _ beenrelegatedwithin the Anglo- 
Americanplutocrat oligarchy to the role of the small, uptight 
welfare-state sister of the bloated imperialist USA, as a 
peripheralexample from cultural life makes clearAlthough 
England's cultural standing in Nigeria, despite all its 
imperialist sins in the political and economic-social spheres, 
was still astonishingly high at the beginning of our century, 
this African country today sends four times as many of its 
sons and daughters studying abroad to the U.S. than to 
England, not to speak of the even greater number of those 
who study in France or Germany, where they haveto 
useFrench or German as a third language in addition to their 
native dialect and English(see Nelson:Nigeria, op. cit., 
passim). This Anglo-American community is represented in 
time in the United States by former film actor Ronald Reagan 
and his second wife.Reagan's lifelonghero, whom he 
slavishly strives to imitate, is the notorious imperalist 
Franklin D. Roosevelt. His counterpart in England is the 
unfeminine matriarchal figure of Margaret Thatcher. She still 
basks in the glow of her dismal victory over Argentina in the 
Malvinas, a victory won solely with the help of the 


sophisticated war materiel that Thatcher provided to her 
riding partner Reagan, instead of exercising strict neutrality 
as international law would have required given the 
overlapping alliances of the U.S. with both Argentina and 
England. This outrageous fact is like the proverbial icing on 
the >i< when Hegel'sclassic definition of modern 
constitutional monarchy, a harmless institution - according to 
this - existing only in title, but far more terrible according to 
serious historians, is applied to England's Queen Elizabeth I, 
whose waning popular popularitycouldnot evenbe revivedby 
the trick involving the London cat bursaid to have tried toher 
in her private bedchamberHere it is worth recalling the 
terrible international scandalthat Elizabeth unwisely caused 
in 1957finallyafter ten years of marriageoffher handsome 
husband Philip ("handsome as Queen Elizabeth" 
meansopposite: uglyaccording to 16th-century Ithe first 
English queen of that name) from his endlessextramarital 
flings.This, in turn, involuntarily recalls a similar marriage, 
that between the beautiful but superficialand cynical Franklin 
Roosevelt ("beautiful is he who does something beautiful," 
says the eternally valid proverb) and his fifth-degree cousin, 
Eleanor, Teddy Roosevelt's beloved niece, who - as 
Ribbentropconvincingly explained toa foreign 
diplomatduring World Warll- was a true USA megair 
Hunger only under England's rule 


India, at the end of its association with France, had a 
balanced economy based half on its agricultural labor and 
half on its handicraft labor (especially its excellent 
textiles)and France's imperial policy, which was as humane 
toward the Indians in the East as it was toward the Indians in 
the West (the opposite is true of England in both cases), 
stpreservethis economic  balancelndiaall timeWhat the 
Englishdid economically in India, however, made their brutal 
mercantilist interventions in North America seem almost 
tame (we call them brutal because England planned to pull all 
gold and silver out of the American colonies at a moment 
when it was known that these precious metals were already 


scarce;the action was also hypocritical in the extreme, 
because the English pretended that the colonists were being 
punished for their illicit trade with enemy France during the 
war of 1756-1763while they knew full well that the English 
mother country had also engaged in the same illicit trade with 
France during the same war, only on a scale a hundred times 
greater, which was all the more shameful because the war 
effort of the American coloniesagainst France had been four 
times greater than that of England itself!). 

It is a fact that famines in Indiaexclusively under British 
rule from 1763 to 1947 Neither the Harappo-Indus culture 
that started from Sumer knew it, nor the glorious period of 
the Gupta dynasty or the empire of the Great Mughals. India 
know hunger during its association with the Portuguese and 
French, not to mention the years after r 94 7 when its 
independence was restored. The misfortune came with the 
deliberate destruction of Indian handicrafts by the English 
and with English "loans" to the innumerable local 
governmentsborrowed under the threat of English bayonets 
and with the intention of never repaying them andpayingas 
little or no interest as possible.When, as a result of this 
shameless policy of the fat, red-cheeked English mercantilists 
in their stiff hats, India had to starve again and again, so that 
millions died senselessly, the EnglishIndia the cold shoulder, 
just as they did with Ireland in the 19th century when they 
deliberately starved it(see especially Lajpat Rai:England's 
Debt to India, New Y ork, 1917). 


The result from Vienna 


We can spare ourselves the trouble oflisting all of- 
Castlereagh'spredatoryconquests for England at the Congress 
of Vienna of 1 8 1 5 , from Heligoland, which had been 
German until then, to South Africataken away fromDutch- 
intensively settled and cultivated this originally deserted area 
since 1652 (cf. especially Marielies Mauk: Geschichte 
Sidafrikas, Berlin, 1937, passim and Stuart Cloete:7he 
Turning Wheels, Capetown, 1938, passim).We should focus 


instead on what continental Europeansthought of the Vienna 
arrangements and not merely the obdurate English islanders, 
whose interests alone the chauvinist English historian C. K. 
Webstercares about when hedescribesthe Vienna outcomeas a 
particularly moderate and balanced one overall 

Let's start with Scandinavia, where the two main political 
systems during the centuries before 1789 were Denmark- 
Norway and Sweden-FinlandAt the Congress, Finland was 
given to Russia and Norway to Sweden, whichwas deeply 
regrettedby Finns andNorwegians, but was also not agreeable 
to the Swedes, not to mention the Danes and their particularly 
heavy losses, havingtwice been the victim of unprovoked 
English aggression between I789 and I 8 1 5 , including the 
shelling without warning of Copenhagen by the English fleet 
under Admiral Francis Jackson in I 80y, in which barbarity 
2000 innocent Danish civilianswerekilled, others yooo 
wounded, and tremendous damage done to property 

Let us continue with the Balkans, for which Joseph II of 
Austria and Catherine II of Russiahad prepareda wise plan 
in1789free the entire Christian population of this area from 
the hated Turkish oppressionOnly one of Cast- lereagh's 
attempts to help the Turks failed when he failed to persuade 
Russiareturn Bessarabia to Turkey Alexander I. had 
conquered it in 1812, while the Allies were eager to defeat 
Napoleon after he had begun his suicidal retreat from 
Moscow (suicidal because Napoleon had not learned that his 
paymasters at the main supply base inSmolensk had been 
conned by greedy Vilna Jewsselling them essential supplies 
for the French army at black market pricesthen, when the 
starving Grand Army lost prestige and support among the 
Russian population,Jewish partisansfellit in large numbers, 
since Vilknownamong Jews as "the underbelly of world Jew" 
then had the strongest concentration of Jewish population in 
the whole world; the Jewishpartisans showed as much 
pleasure as skill in slaughtering the starving, freezing, and 
oftenwounded soldiersthey did to the Germans in World War 
IIcfE. Drumont:La France fuive, 2 vol, Paris, 1 886, passim). 

More white than black slaves 


aside Bessarabia alone, the result of Castlereagh's Balkan 
policywasthat Turkey retained control over its entire domain 
in Europe as it had existed before 1789, including the 
principality of Serbia,which had gained nominal 
independence under the Karageorvich ("Black George") in 
1804 (the founder of this dynasty wasassassinatedby the 
rivalObrenovich family, whichtook several turnswith the 
Karageorvichin ruling Serbia until World War II) The noble 
lord achieved his reactionary success at a time when the 
Turkish Janissary system was still in full force (it gave the 
Turkish government the right to seize young Christians and 
turn them into slaves, primarily for service in the Janissaries, 
the core force of the Turkish army since the 14th century; 
under this system, which dates back to Suleiman the 
Magnificent in the early 16th century, countless Christians 
became slaves in the Turkish army.dates back tocentury, 
countless European and Armenian Christians were enslaved 
as whites, so that for more than three centuries there were 
more white slaves among the Turks than - more or less 
simultaneously - black slaves all over the world, a fact that 
our in some respects color-blind Western liberals with 
bleedinghearts like to overlook). 

Havingjumped from the far north of Europe to its far 
southour appreciation ofLord Castlereagh'disastrouspolicy at 
the Congress of Vienna, we can confidently summarize the 
rest.In spite of the liberal Spanish Constitution of 1812 (in 
fact, it was the Spaniards who in that year, at their 
Constituent Assembly in Sevillemodern conception of 
political-agriculturallais- sez-faire liberalism according to the 
economic-theoretical lore of Quesnay, which mustconfused 
withthe welfare-state liberalism of the Fabian socialists), 
English diplomacy forced Spainunder the yoke of the 
absolutist despotism of the Bourbon King Ferdinand VI. The 
result was that Spanish politics remained a constant chaos 
until the victory of General Franeo at the end of the Spanish 
Civil War (1936-1939). 


Churchill's "bloody monkey 


Italy's hopes among the Jacobin carbonari ("charcoal 
burners" because any of the conspirators who broke their 
oaths were literally burned alive) that the three main regions 
oflItalystrengthenedwould beunited into a single Italythe end 
of hostdashed after Napoleon was eliminated as a belligerent 
andsentencedde jure to exile but de facto to - 
deathTherefore,after the destruction of Bonapartist France at 
WaterlooMarshal Joachim Murat, whom Napoleon had made 
his brother-in-law(by marryingsister Karoline) and intended 
(as King of Naples) for the leadership of alltook ontask 
offightingwith the help of the Italian Jacobinsreunification of 
Italy, which he had proclaimed as a precious goalprospects of 
success were hopelessly slim, but this was a matter of 
honorA little later he was shot on the personal orders of Lord 
Castlereagh. (Another English lord in our century behaved in 
a similarly vile manner toward Italy: Churchill, who as late as 
1937had announced inhis bookGreat Gontemporaries that as 
an Italian he would be a fascist, had English arms and money 
provided for Italy's communist partisans during World War 
Iland when they killed the Duce 0n29, 1945, and thenItalian 
communist partisans29, 1945, he had them killed. April 1945, 
when they hadkilled the Duce and desecrated his body, he 
exclaimed in alcoholic exuberance, "At last the bloody cattle 
are dead!"; the pathetic drunkard who, as an English 
dictatorat Chequerssleptwith a revolver under his 
pillowalthough no one had ever tried to assassinate 
himsimilar turn in his attitude toward Stalin, whom, before 
Hitlerhis desperate preventive war of June 22June I 941had 
publicly called the "bloody ape of Bolshevism," but whom 
he"SUCH a great man, such a wise ruler" before the full House 
of Commonsday of Hitler's invasion ofSoviet Union; see 
Hansard, op. cit, Commons, 1927, 1941, passim). The result 
of Castlereagh's diplomatic efforts with Italy in Vienna was 
that the country fell into national slavery and partition. 

Germany's and Poland's fate was not very different from 
thisUnder English pressure the stirringnational uprising of the 


Germans of 1813 did notremainconsecrated to the war of 
liberation, as Theodor K6rner and the other German freedom 
fighters had it in mind, but it became the ambiguous war of 
liberation, which satisfied the Voltaire disciple and English 
secret agent since i808, TalleyrandThis term would also have 
pleased Voltaire himself, because the Vienna result for 
Prussia - despite the retention of important individual reforms 
on particular issues - was generally the restoration (without a 
constitution) of the benevolent despotism of Frederick the 
Great, which Hegelhad slavishly adulatedhis last years 
atUniversity of Berlin(founded by the libertarian Wilhelm 
von Humboldt) 

Instead of getting the consolidated people's state which 
Prussiaand Russia had intended for the Poles, these I 8 1 5 
eventually becamethe unfortunate victims of the fourth 
partition of Poland by the English Lord Castlereagh. The 
whole of the Galician south went to the Habsburgs, and the 
whole province of Posen to Prussia, although the now almost 
completely deaf Hardenberg, the great Prussian reformer and 
chief delegate of his country to the Congress of Vienna, 
objected.The arbitrary subordination of the formerly Austrian 
Netherlands to undesirable Dutchrule (the Dutch were then 
still in their overwhelming majority Calvinists, while the 
Belgian Flemings and Walloons professed almost exclusively 
the Roman Catholic faith) could also soon be objected to It 
should not be forgotten that the restoration of the Bourbon 
dynasty had been forced upon the French at the Congress of 
Vienna.The timid attempt atconstitution made by the 
Bourbons in 1814, whereby a maximum of 20000 
citizenswould have been allowed to __ participate 
inindirectelections, was like a joke compared to the splendid 
democratic Jacobin constitutionadopted by the French 
National Convention in 1793 


Only in the historical context 


That C. K. Webster considered the Viennese regulation to 


be just and correct speaks for itself, so that we need not dwell 
on it. here is that too many biographies of Bismarck - such as 
Robertson's, published in England in 1919 - view Bismarck's 
career under a mistaken attitude, especially when that attitude 
is that of most diplomatic historians ofEngland, that the 
Vienna arrangements were a great triumph for civilization 
and justiceWe encountered the same problem in the first 
volume of "The Blind Century" when we dealt with how 
David Thelen, in theseries of American biographiesHarvard 
University editedOscar Handlintook "Fighting Bob" 
LaFolette's career - for all the brilliance of the account - 
completely out of contextHistorical biography is most 
certainly asvalid as any other field of historiography, and in 
some ways the most irreplaceable.But historical biography 
out of historical context is like the problem of ineffectual 
analogy cited by Oswald Spengler: it leads to more false than 
real informationcreatingreal concern for the art of 
historiography 

One must take full account of the morass of mischief 
created by the plutocrat oligarchy of the United States if one 
is toappreciatetremendous righteousness and essential value 
of Bob LaFollette's work after i 900, and Bismarck, too, can 
bejudgedonly in the larger context of his timeFor, though it 
mayseem downright tawdry in the light of the great 
revolutionary movement ofi 848, the Vienna settlement of I 8 
I 5 (with the exception ofCavaur'sachievementsltaly, 
whichhad achieved partial reunificationstatesman's death- 
1861but which did not carry much weight given the paucity 
of industrialization at that time) was still largely intact when 
Bismarckbecameprime minister of Prussia in 1862Soon his 
heroic prediction was to touch hearts all over the world: 
"Let's put Germanyin the saddleso to speak! It will be able to 
ride" (11. March 1867 before the North German Reichstag). 

As far as the impression of the 1848 Revolution on 
Germany is, this is an _ extraordinarily clear and 
consistenthistory (see especially Veit Valentin: 1848, New 
York, 1946, passim, and Priscilla Robertson:The 1848 
Revolution, Princeton/New Jersey, 1848, passim).The large 


number of books written by West German historians on the 
centenary of this revolution, among which the unquestionably 
best is that by the editor of the "HistorischeZeitschrift", 
Ludwig Dehio, cannot be consulted with profit, because they 
serve above all to confuse what is reallyThey werewritten in- 
an atmosphere of degrading panic at the end of the hunger 
period of1945-1948, which Roosevelthad imposed on 
Germany 


Experiences in Germany's ruins 


I remember, as if it were yesterday, how I came to 
Harnburgwith an omnibus of the Svenskali- nie at the 
beginning of November 1947. As a result of the tyrannical 
and to despair hypocritical English occupation policy (see 
Hans Grimm: Die Erzbischofschrift/Antwort eines Deutschen 
- eine solche auf den widerlichen Unrat des englischen 
Erzbischofs von Canterbury - Gottingen, 1948, passim) the 
mighty city lay at that time still completely destroyed and not 
rebuilt in its ruins. No sooner had our omnibus stopped than 
we were surrounded by crowds of emaciated, even skeletal 
German children under ten years of age, who held out their 
trembling hands to us under the monotonous wailing cry of 
"hunger, hunger, hunger" (with regard to the deliberate 
official English policy of genocide in the English occupied 
zone of Germany during the terribleyear 1947, see.the great 
work of the courageous English-Jewishacademic and 
publisher Victor Gollancz:In Darkest Germany, London 
1947, passim, and with regard to his personal faith, which 
made Gollancz great, see especially a magnificent anthology 
dedicated as an enduring memorial to all that is great and 
outstanding in the tradition of Western culture: From Dark- 
ness to Light, London, 1958, passim). 

not many passengers on our Swedish omnibus, whose 
terminus was Praguebecause at that time Swedenhadits 
omnibuses depart from Gothenburg largely emptytodriven 
backfilled to the brim with happy Central EuropeanJews 


whose final destination was the United StatesA later incident 
in Kassel, a city badly battered by bombs, in whosestreets we 
saw old, emaciated people near starvation spitting blood, 
stands beforeAs usual, our omnibus hadstopped infront of a 
German restaurant where, of course, there was nothing to eat, 
but only some hard-to-enjoy "substitute" drinks, so that our 
Swedish companion would distribute our ample dinner 
portions to usWhen I gave the bottle of Swedish beer she had 
just handed me to an old man who had literally gulped it 
down with his eyes as hungry as they were thirsty, this 
veritable mega-beast hysterically snapped at me: "We are a 
business, not a charity!" I replied to her that the whole of 
Marxist Social Democratic Swedenone big business which, 
after the years of pro-German neutrality in World War I and 
World War IJ, now had the sole aim of being equally 
accommodating to the Soviets and the Anglo-American 
plutocratsThe best proof of this wasSweden's refusal ini 945 
togrant the traditional right of asylum to civilians or 
soldiersfleeing the genocidal terror ofand instead to round up 
these masses of innocents with the most brutal police 
methods, imprison them, and hand them over to the Soviets 
and thus to certain death.I renounced mytickethad been paid 
for as far as Pragueand continued the journey to Nuremberg 
by rail 


"Let's wait and see!" 


While I was quartered in a Nuremberg inn near the 
Hummelstein, I was reported to the U.S. military police by a 
German acquaintancewho apparently wanted to gain 
advantages for himself and his family with the USS. 
authoritiesThusI ended up incustody of the notorious U.S. 
police ColonelRoush, in his civilian profession a building 
contractor in the U.S. state ofOhio, whose task had been, 
among other thingsscatterthe ashes of the eleven German 
martyrsexecuted in NuremberglIsar River so that they could 
never find a Christian burial. This was a very special "gag" of 


the "Christian soldiers" whom Rooseveltand Churchill, 
singing together this Anglo-Saxon chant, had led to victory 
over Nazi GermanyIn this, they acted like the English 
military establishment during the Indian War of 
Independence of i 8 57, when the capturedsepoys, 
whocapturedthat year under Nana Sahib (moderm" West 
German reference works of the rank of Brockhaus list neither 
this nor that . OD.  Ubers.) mutinous Indian 
cavalry,wereunceremoniouslytied infront of the cannonsand 
blown up, so that they - according to the rules of their 
religion - could never enter heaven 

When the infamous lackey of U.S. imperialism, into whose 
hands I had fallen, found out who I really was, I 
wassurroundedwith all the pomp of the occupation 
ceremonialin Germanythat timeleven takenthe air raid 
shelters of Nuremberg Castle (not yet rebuilt at that time, of 
course), wherehelpless starving refugees lived and died 
intrenches of the fortressOnce this USA military policeman 
also took me to the Schénenbrunnen and, stopping the car 
there, remarked profoundly: "In the Middle AgesNuremberg's 
citizensbelievedthat the water of this fountainwashed awayall 
their sinsbut there is no holy water in the whole world 
thatcouldwash away the sins of these former citizens of the 
Third Reich or their children until the last generation"! 
dignified this barbarian, whose guardingwas becoming more 
annoying with every passing moment (two hours later he put 
me on a train to Eger in the Sudetenlandwhere, in typical 
violation of the "Four Freedoms" winkingly agreed upon 
between Roosevelt and Churchill in August 1941handed over 
to Czech guards), with only one answer: "Let's wait and see!" 


One who was really against it 


shortest and most accurate explanation of the a priori 
inability of German historiographyafter 1 945 is perhaps to 
refer to a book by Friedrich Meinecke, who had previously 
written the magnificent Vom  Weltbiirgertum zum 


Nationalstaat (Berlin, 1913), who since then has been 
regarded in wide circles, both inside and outside Germany, as 
the most outstanding German professional historian, just as in 
the U.S. Charles Austin Beard was regarded as_ the 
preeminent expert in all fields of historiography, ever since 
he published hisAn Economic Interpretation of the 
Constitution in 1913(s.o.) in 1913 until his last work, 
President Roosevelt and the Coming of the War in 1941 
(New Haven, 1948, passim), in which, in the year of his 
death, he exposed the innumerable crimes of Roosevelt 
imperialism. 

Meinecke had actually and in all seriousness opposed 
Hitler's seizure of power in 1933, distinguishing himself from 
the great number of others who pretended to oppose it only 
after 1945. He believed that Germany's futurelay ina 
compliant close alliancewith British and North American 
imperialism He knew that the plutocratic oligarchs of 
England and the United States would not be happy about a 
free and independent Germany in the style of Bismarck's 
Second Reich or Hitler's Third Reich, especially since even 
then the mass media of these two countries were almost 
entirely under Jewish control. Meineckenever madesecret of 
these views of his, but nevertheless retained his position as a 
full professor at the University of Berlin until heretired in 1 9 
3 9 in a completely regular manner, meaning that the 
supposedly so ruthlessly intolerant totalitarian NSDAP 
apparently left him in peace. Such an outspoken opponent of 
the regime would have been killed within 24 hours under 
Lenin, Stalin, Khrushchev, Brezhnev, Andropov or 
Chemenko. In any case, after the German traitor elite had 
initiatedseemed tomany in 1 945bethe final destruction of any 
hope for a German ReichMeinecke wrotehis last special 
book, which he would have preferred not to write: The 
German Catastrophe (Berlin, 1946). (Parallel cases 
arerepresentedthe two distinguished U.S. historiansDonald 
Hicks and Thomas Bailey, both of whomruined 
reputationswell earned through long labor with a kind of 
autobiographical swan song, Hicks in 1964 and Bailey in 


1982) 


German historians after 1945 


It seems incredible that such woeful, incoherentstuff as 
this last Meinecke book should have been written by the 
same man who had previously delivered many excellent 
worksBut whatis true of Meinecke must unfortunately also 
besaid oftotality of German professional historians - with 
very few, but all the more praiseworthy exceptions Raymond 
Santag, to whom weowein addition to his magnificent- 
Germany and England, 1844-1894(New York, 1938), a large 
number of excellent studies of the great Prussian (though 
Dresden-born) historian Heinrich von Treitschke, said it 
again and again with growing despair until his death in 1972 
as professor emeritus of history at California's Berkeley 
University, in these words: "German historians after 1945 
simply refused to stand upright and be recognized as true 
men." 

One is remindedof a cynical comment by Napoleon I, 
whoextendedunforgivable French seizures ofethnic German 
territories after his coronation as emperorI8U4 so extensively 
and so greedily that he became the first conqueror in world 
history to bring the entire German Empire under his 
rule.There would always be, he thought, a German 
weathervane professor ready, like Georg Friedrich Wilhelm 
Hegel, to leap up to, justify, and completely approve ofthe 
latest Napoleonic crime in each caseThis is, briefly and aptly 
putexactly what the entire German academic establishment 
did after 1945Had Bismarckalive, he would have deeply 
abhorred this On his 80. Birthday on I.April 1895 crowds of 
German students had come to Friedrichsruhexpress their 
loyalty and enthusiasmhim with their congratulations. The 
old gentleman addressed them words which today seem 
almost uncanny. In fifty years, he said - and that would have 
been exactly the year 1945! they would not yet be as old as 
he is now and would therefore still be able to raise their 


glasses and offer the joyful toast: "Long live the German 
Empire!" 


What Wilhelm II cared about 


One is also reminded of the large painting that was created 
after 1918 and shows a worried Bismarck under the caption: 
"I once had a beautiful fatherland!" The worries that the 
artist's imagination made the late Bismarck have, the former 
Emperor Wilhelm [Ireallyhad in those politically so bleak 
twenties for GermanyWilhelm was a man of such 
brilliantgifts that the president of Columbia University, 
Nicholas Murray Butler, 19 13 declared before all the world 
that Kaiser Wilhelm could be elected President of the United 
Statesif heweremerely American and of common descentAnd 
the great Harvard historian Sidney Bradshaw Fay, whometthe 
Kaiser personally as a student in Berlin in 1900declared him 
the most delightful and lovable person he had ever metAfter 
what USA President Wilson had done in his shameless and 
deliberate deception of the German Reich, Wilhelm's troubles 
of the twenties can be as little surprising as the fact that he 
was allowed to be happy again before his death at the age of 
82. The unique successes of the German Wehrmacht were 
followed by him with the greatest satisfaction. By the time he 
was told details of the glorious victory of Crete against strong 
defenses of the British Empire on June 20, 194lhe was 
already dying His last words were, "Our glorious troops!" 
When Hitler had restored the German nation, the German 
economy, and above all the German Reich, he declared 
beforeReichstagJuly 19, 1940, after a relatively bloodless 
victory in the Battle of France"I see no reason thatcould 
compelcontinuation ofthis struggle."(Official DNB- text of 
19. 7. 1940adopted intranslation by Colonel Goutard in his 
book authorized by General de Gaulle, The Battle of France, 
New York, 1958)If Bismarck had been able to experience 
this together with his former emperor, there is probably no 
good or bad reason to doubt that he would have been no less 


proud of what Hitler, as a simple son of his 
peopleaccomplishedfor them in saving and restoring the 
Reich (unlike Napoleon after 1 804, Hitler never lost his 
natural modesty and his capacity for self-criticism) 

The "Dogs from the reaction 


The chain reaction of the I 848Revolution began a year 
earlier in Switzerland with the so-called Sonderbund War, in 
which the two rivalsEuropean reaction, the foreign ministers 
of France, Guizot, and Austria, Metternich, dared not 
intervene.It gained its driving momentum with the Mazzini- 
style uprising against the Italian Bourbons in Palermo, Sicily, 
in January 1848, with splendid successand reached full 
development when French troops shed blood in the streets of 
Paris on February 23, 1848, after King Louis-Philippe had 
nonsensicallybannedcommemorative banquet for George 
Washington's birthdaythat France's liberals had planned to 
hold the day beforeEventually it reached Germany, whose 
national-minded liberalscame to influence inMarch I 848, 
first in Vienna and then in Berlin. The terrible Metternich 
system of political persecution from I 8 I 5 to 1848 
(dazzlingly portrayed by the neo-RomanticGerman writer 
Ricarda Huch, who turned primarilyto historical themeslater 
creative periodand whosebook " I 848/The Revolutionthe 
19th Century in Germany," first publishedin 1930 
andreprinted after her death in 1947the anniversary year I - 
948Jahrhundert in Deutschland" can be recommended) is also 
reflected in the coarse but popularand characteristic student 
song of I 848, which says: "Thirty-three years the 
servitudealreadylastsI now finally down with the dogs of 
reaction!"Wouldn't that also have been a song to the 
reactionaryyears since 1945 in Germany? 

Hohenzollern Prince Frederick was right when he 
proclaimed on January 18, 1871, at Bismarck's proclamation 
of the Second German Reich, worthy successor of the Holy 
RomanEmpire of the German Nation of Emperor Frederick I 
Barbarossa, in Versailles that finally the terribleGerman time 
without an empire was over. The German Confederation, 


which had been a member since i.June 181s (two months 
after Bismarck's birth) 3 5 sovereign states and 4 free cities 
belongednothing to do with the conception of nation or 
empire as popularized by Herder and Rousseaualthough 
Voltaire, had he been alive at the time, would 
undoubtedlyhave been the first,to proclaim boastfully that 
Cast- lereagh, Metternich, and Talleyrand hadsucceededby 
their skill in persuading Prussia, the natural leading power 
after the Breslau uprising of 1813, to renounce the 
roleassigned toit by millions of young people with idealistic 
heartsmakeGerman nation once more the leader of Europe, 
which task the dynasties of the Saxons, Salians, and 
Hohenstaufens had so excellently fulfilled in those glorious 
centuries at the beginning of the First EmpireAnd this same 
Voltaire, this living proof ofthe correctness of the wise 
Nietzsche's word that decadence finally and simply consists 
in choosing the wrong objects of honor and veneration, had 
then made an idol of Louis XIV, this absolute despotman and 
wanted to appear greater and more handsome by his pompous 
wigs, but with which he could not hide that he was a ravaged 
wreck 


Living corpse: German Confederation 


Rousseau, who like Voltaireborn in the time of Louis XIV, 
despised the memory of the Sun King who, though a shining 
force in the sixties of the i 7th century, when Moliere, 
Corneille and Racine were making their mark in the field of 
culture and Colbert, Vauban and Turenne in that of 
economics, government and war, eventuallybetrayed France, 
Euopa' and even himself, as he was the first to confess to his 
great-grandson, the future Louis XV, (regarding Louis XIV's 
relationship with Europe, note the great utopian novel 
Ludovicia, sent to him by Leibniz to divert him to Egypt and 
dissuade him from his petty wars of aggression in Western 
Europe).This once-glorious royal wreck couldnot be 
rehabilitatedeven by the historical narrative brilliance of 


Voltaire in hisThe Age of Louis XIV (see above) Louis XIV's. 
claim to world renown and fame hadbeen builthim by 
Richelieu and Mazarin on the ruins of the senseless, sadistic, 
and disastrous Thirty YearsEuropean War of I618-1648but 
even the tottering wreck of the Holy RomanEmpire of the 
German Nationemergedfrom that catastrophe and _ the 
vengeful so-called Peace Treaties of Mutinster (for the 
Catholics) and Osnabriick (for the Protestants) of 
1648,whichimposed innumerable restrictions onthe genuine 
national sovereignty of Germany, still appeared good in 
comparison with the  wretchedso-called © German 
Confederation of 1 8 15 , the very existence of which was an 
insult to the mind of every patriotic German citizen 

These bleak conditions must bewhen one considers 
Bismarck and his modesty, his deep education, his 
humanitykeen sense of humor, and - for all the hard work that 
war and diplomacy meant for him-thewarmth of his 
kindnesscommon senseThree years after the glorious uprising 
of March I 848, at the reactionary Dresden Conference of I 8 
5 I AN attemptmaderevivecorpse of the German 
Confederationwhich was already emitting the odor of 
decayThe conference was chaired by Baron (since 1868 
Count) Ferdinand von Beust in representation of the Inter- 
sen of the particularist agrarian opponents of the 
liberalreforms which Weinlig and othershad carried out in- 
Saxony,thenthemost industrialized of all the German states. 
Metternich himself could not be present in Dresden. He had 
had to flee from Vienna to England in 1848, where, for most 
of the 1950s, large landowners and other members of the 
reactionary upper class of English society made his exile as 
comfortable as possible until he died in England in | 8 58. 
But he was worthily represented at the Dresden Conference 
by one of his disciples as high priest of reaction: Felix Prince 
zu Schwarzenberg. This scion of a Franconian noble family, 
which later (since 1670 as imperial princes)resident and 
active in Austria, had unknowingly lost Austria's later wars 
against France and Prussia before they had even begun, in 
that as prime minister he was able to persuade Emperor Franz 


Joseph, whom he had placed on the throne in 1848 at the 
youthful age of only 18 years, to give the Russian Czar 
Nicholas Iduring the Crimean crisis in the mid-fifties of the 
last century, although without his military assistance twice 
under General Paskevich against Hungary, hewould have lost 
his throne again immediately after Schwarzenberg's 
ascentAustria's crushing defeats at Sol- ferino (1859) and 
KO6niggratz (1866) were already decided at the moment when 
Tsar Nicholas I, shortly before his death in 1855 (he was 
succeeded by the "Liberator Tsar" Alexander II, who 
abolished serfdom in Russia in 1861)wordlessly handed over 
to his stewardbust of Emperor Franz Joph*story goes, the 
tsar's courtno betterminiature portrait ofthe treacherous 
Habsburg than to use it as a target for his shooting exercises 
during the snipe hunt 
The Shame of Olomouc 


The end of the story was that the liberal and nationally 
minded Frankfurt Parliament and the ConstituentAssembly of 
1848-1849 failed to give the Germans the unity they longed 
for in the sense of Arndt and Herder, Mazzini and Rousseau, 
because the English and Russian  imperialistsfeared 
arealGerman unificationpreventedit by their acts of 
aggressionThepoliticians assembled at Frankfurt am Maincan 
only be held responsible forfact that the efforts of the 
provisional authorities to solve the question of Schleswig- 
Holstein ("meerumschlungen" and "up ewig ungedeelt") 
failed in spite of all enthusiasm, and that Russian imperialism 
dashed hopesthat Prussia would lead the way to unification 
either through the Frankfurt constitution of April 1 849 or 
through the Erfurt plan of a small German federal stateWhen 
the Prussian Foreign Minister of the time, Joseph Maria von 
Radowitz, announced this plan he had devised, he (who was a 
Prussian general in his main profession), fully aware of the 
threat posed by Russia, said that he felt like a soldier going 
into battle with the absolute certainty ofbeing defeated 

There is no doubt that the blow which caused Prussia to 
capitulate without a fight at Olomouc (North Moravia) in 


November 1850 on the question of German national unity 
came not from Habsburg but from the House of Romanov, 
whose Tsar Nicholas I was then still firmly behind Franz 
Joseph. The ignominy of Olomouc, as the humiliation of 
Prussia by Russian imperialismwas calledamong nationalist- 
minded Germanscomparable tohumiliation ofOrleanist 
France by the English imperialists at the London Conference 
of 1841which followedFrenchbetrayal of the cause of Arab 
nationalism under Mehmed Ali, after England had issued an 
ultimatum to the French to look after the interests of the 
Turks, who, under’ English imperialist protection, 
wereindulgingin massacres of nationalist Arabs, Greeks, 
Bulgarians and ArmeniansTurkish genocidal operations, 
whichhad not been a problem inearly days of the 
OttomanEmpire, gained momentum as the influence 
ofaggressive English ambassadors in Constantinople 
(Istanbul since 1930) Things became particularly bad when 
the leader of the English Tories, Benjamin Disraeli, became 
prime minister. Disreali was proud of his descent from the 
Khazars, a Turkic people who had adopted the Jewish faith in 
the 8th century, and, especially after a long staythe Ottoman 
Empirefeltkinship affection for the Turks with their mass 
murders of Christians (cf.S. E. Gleason:The Origin of 
Russophobia in Great Britain, Harvard University Press, 195 
r, passim, and Arthur Koestler: The Thirteenth Tribe, New 
York 1976, passim, a history of the Khazars after their 
conversion to Judaism). 


An emperor called Lebmann 


Germany, and especially its idealistic youth, wavering in 
their faith in the victory of justice, as described by the great 
Gustav Freytag, had toput up withrestoration of the 
decrepitand decaying German Confederation by Beust and 
Schwarzenberg in dismay (the Saxon Beust, following the 
example of the Rhinelander Metternichwas eventually 
rewarded with the appointment as foreign minister of 


Austria).Under the overwhelming weight of personal grief 
and failure, Frederick William IV, the romantic, eloquent, 
and sensitive Prussian monarchruled from 1840 to 1861- 
followedhis Hanoveriancousin George II of England down 
the dark road to permanent derangement. His younger brother 
Wilhelm, who was jokingly called Lehmann in Germany 
because he had secretly escaped from Berlin under that name 
and had followed Metternich into English exile during the 
first phase of the 48 Revolution in Prussia, had to take over 
the affairs of state as regent during the 1950s beforealso 
formallycrownedKing of Prussial 86 1 after his brother's 
death(he died in 1888 at the age of 91, having also become 
German emperor in Berlin - since 1871 - alongside the other, 
Franz Joseph in Vienna) 

Although Bismarckhad preferreda liberal monarchy to a 
republic as the form of governmentfor Prussiaafter the 
Harnbach Festival of May 1832, he was not too happy 
personally with his four Hohenzollern monarchs (he 
experienced a total of five, but had crucially important 
personal contact with only four of them Frederick William 
IV, William I, Frederick III and Frederick II; Frederick 
William HI. died I 840 without Bismarck, then only 25 years 
old, having met him personally; nevertheless, he was 
reserved towardthis Prussian monarchbecause he could not 
forgive him for remarrying after his first wife, the 
incomparable Queen LuisediedI8IO at the age of only 34;this 
native Princess of Mecklenburg-Strelitz had stillopenedlast 
imperial coronation ball of the First EmpireMainz1792 - then 
only i6years old -her dance partner being none other than 
Klemens Prince Metternich, the later arch-reactionaryand the 
complete opposite of the heroic Queen Luise in German 
politics; her untimely early death made her almost a German 
counterpart of Jeanne d'Are in the heroic tradition of France) 

Once, when Bismarck, as a young member of the Prussian 
Diet, particularly annoyed by the  fickleness and 
inconsistencies of Frederick William IVfield of practical 
Prussian politics, he went to the royal palacereproachHis 
Majesty personallyusing all his eloquencedespite all 


duedeferenceemploying many a _ harsh Brandenburg 
undertone. The queen intervened in the conversation with the 
excuse that the king had not slept the last three nights, to 
which Bismarck replied loudly: "Kings should at least know 
how to sleep!" 

Wilhelm I. and Bismarck had often been at odds since the 
moment the king had appointedhim I 862 extremely 
reluctantly and only after persistent urging by the war 
minister AlbrechtGraf Roon as Prussia's prime minister(this 
ended Bismarck's service as Prussian ambassador to Russia 
from 1859 to 1862;already as regent, Wilhelm 
hadwithdrawnBismarck as Prussian chief delegate tothe 
Bundestag in Frankfurt am Main, a kind of permanent 
diplomatic conference of 39 sovereign states, at the implicit 
request of the Habsburgs, for whom liberal German 
nationalists like Bismarck were anathema during the years of 
reaction; the vast majority of reactionary Prussianaristocrats, 
typified by the famous brothers Ernst Ludwig and Leopold 
von Gerlachalsohated Bismarck, cf Hans-Joachim Schoeps: 
Das andere PreuBen, Munich, 195 I. passim). 


With mockery to the goal 


When the Habsburgs convened a Princes' Day in Baden 
(near Vienna) in 1863 to consolidate their reactionary policy 
in the face of Bismarck's challenges, the latter advised 
Wilhelm I against attending, although the king was very 
eager to do so. In the end, Bismarck prevailed, after sharply 
attacking Wilhelm andaccusinghim, among other things,- 
contemptuous words, of being of the childish opinion that he 
had toattendthis society of little princes "all in white sailor 
suits" without regard to the necessities of practical 
politics.After the Prussian victory of 1866 at K6niggratz, 
King Wilhelm and most of his generals (Bismarck was not a 
soldier, disliked military life, and as a "one-year-old" was 
happy to get away with ~ shortened military 
service)enthusiasticidea of having a grand gala victory parade 


staged in Vienna, a superfluous extravagance,that would have 
scuppered Bismarck's policy of establishing Austria as the 
second great German power after the Habsburgs had been 
driven out of all non-Austrian parts of Germany (Bismarck 
always pointed out that there were then two English- 
speakinggreat powers, one based in London, the other in 
Washington)He wanted towinAustria as the 
indispensablepermanent allyofthe coming Second German 
Empire {Felix Austria was the mistress of all Bohemia, both 
its German and its Czech parts, where the Battle of 
K6niggratzdecidedthe German Civil War of the sixties of the 
previous centuryless than two months, while the North 
American Civil War of the same decade lasted more than 49 
terrible months, and Bismarck had told King William I-held 
up to himthe famous empirical principle of his great- 
grandfather, Frederick the Great, that the master of Bohemia 
was also the master of Europe; without the alliance with the 
Habsburgs, the Second Reich would be incredibly vulnerable 
onits exposed southeastern flank). Again, Bismarck resorted 
to the tried and true means of heaping ridicule on his 
sovereign, this time going so far as to make the sarcastic 
suggestion that after the Vienna parade, the Prussian army 
should immediately proceed toward India. 

andholdtheir next paradein Constantinopleway there 


Bismarck-Disraeli-Rothschild 


The intellectual difference between King William I, 
modestly endowed in this respect, and the quick-thinking and 
brilliantly articulate Bismarckwas simply too great to allow 
competitionLater, at the Berlin Congress of 1878, where 
Bismarck eagerly courted his English colleague Disraeli in 
his constant, though fruitless, efforts to forge an alliance with 
England, he told the latter, with his usual candor, some of the 
worst experiences hehis intercourse with Kaiser Wilhelm in 
thisDisraeli had nothing more urgent to do than to 
communicate what he had heard in confidence in full detail in 


a letter to his "beloved" Queen Victoria, hypocritically not 
forgetting to add that hewould, of course, never 
allowhimselfsimilar jokes with Her Majesty In reality, 
Disraeli had surpassed his interlocutor with the most 
delicious anecdotes about Victoria's legendary stupidity 
(similar stories about the current Queen Elizabeth IH are 
circulating all over the world|. The two statesmen got along 
splendidly - not only in this respect - because they both 
worked constantly and closely with the House of Rothschild 
and therefore viewed the foreign policy scene from the 
fundamentally same standpoint, despite all the significant 
differences in detail, with Bismarck being more cautious and 
Disraeli more unconcerned (the latter readilyadmitted that 
without Bismarck's help he could not have avoided an 
English war against Russia in | 8 77) 

Thus, the comment of the great Russian storyteller Fyodor 
Dostoevsky in his "Notebook of a Writer" of 
1876wascompletely mistaken when heremarked,in typical 
Slavicanti-Jewish obsession, that Bismarck was powerful in 
Europe, but the Jewish banking house Rothschildwas more 
powerfula time when, after the failure of the Paris Commune 
of 1871, international forces were about to set in motion the 
so-called Kramola (the revolutionary fomenting of unrest, 
including series of political ass) that eventuallyoverthrew- 
Tsarist regimeand the predominantly Christian orientation of 
Russial917, Dostoevsky's assumptionthe antagonism 
between the Rothschilds and Russia was the same as that 
between the Rothschildsand Germany was a crass and naive 
error.Thanks to Bismarck, Germany was then safely in the 
pocket of the Rothschilds, as were EnglandAustria, France 
and ItalyIn response to theRothschilds'leverageheads would 
roll in Russia, but certainly not in Germany, as long as 
Bismarck, the Rothschilds' reliable ally, was _ the 
dominantpolitical forcethere 


Rothschild also left with Bismarck. 


The situation changed when the young Kaiser Wilhelm II, 
under the influence of Count Waldersee and other ill- 
informed advisors, dismissedBismarck I 890 at a time when 
his energy was undiminished and the "iron chancellor" was at 
the height of his intellectual powers.Certainly the differences 
of opinion between Bismarck and Wilhelm IIover the 
treatment of the German Social Democrats were 
fundamental, and the emperor was correct in his assertion 
that the anti-socialistcampaign in Germany during the late 
1980sas the "Kulturkampf" ten years earlier (a ridiculous 
term used byRudolf Virchow,the famous pathologist and 
Reichstag deputy ofthe Progress Party he founded and led, 
for Bismarck's defense againstattacks of ultramontane 
political Catholicism againstReich), but the fact remains that 
Wilhelm II.simply could not afford not tohavea BismarckBut 
all his efforts of 1 894 to patch things up with the latter came 
too late.When the emperor later - it was in 1908 -metleading 
member of the Rothschild familya cruise in his yacht in 
Palermo, he pleaded in vain for the Rothschilds, after their 
parent bank in Frankfurt am Main had gone bankrupt, to open 
a new bank in Berlinup todazzling subsidiariesLondon, Paris 
and ViennaThe Rothschilds remained amiable to the Kaiser, 
but made excuses because at that time the English imperialist 
encirclement of Germanyalready in full swing and Germany 
had been assigned a similar role as a coming victim of 
international revolutionary agitation as the Russian 
colossusconstantly plagued and weakened by it since 
1879Dostoevsky's remarks about Germany and _ the 
Rothschilds were I 876 wrong, but 32 years later, in 1908, 
they would have been absolutely accurate. 

As bad as Bismarck's relationswerewith Frederick William 
IV, William I, and the last Emperor, William II, they were 
surpassed by those with the 99-day Emperor Frederick III in 
1888This was due to the Empress, the most stubborn and 
untalented of all the children of the English Queen Victoria, 
including even her successor, the warmonger Edward VIL. 
The so-called Empress Frederick literally made life hell for 
her husband and her son, the later last Emperor Wilhelm 


UShe wasfanatically devoted tothe supposedly holy, 
worldwide imperialist mission of her English fatherland, and 
she caused the last emperorterrible trouble inlast decade of 
the last century withvisit to Paris against hisexpress will, 
during which she set heaven and hell in turmoil. 

Bismarck would certainly have been dismissed before the 
end of 1888had not Frederick111, who was completely 
dominated by his’ wife's megarysuffered fromthen 
incurablethroat cancer.During most of his short reign, 
Frederick III, who was only 5 6 years old - Edward VII was 
the same age when he succeeded Queen Victoria - could not 
even whisper intelligibly, so he got into the habit 
ofsendingBismarck short nastynotes of mainly unreasonable 
contentBismarck always answered these nasty notes politely 
and seriously, although he deeply despised the second 
emperor, with whom he had gotten along quite well at the 
time of the Franco-Prussian War of 1871871 because he had 
allowed his illness to weaken his spirit, so that he ended up 
suffocated by the woman's skirt of a crazy Englishwoman 


The crime of Strasbourg 


The question of Alsace-Lorraine was the most delicate in 
Bismarck'sentire public activity He would have had no 
worries about it had Prince Hardenberg, the head of the 
Prussiandelegation to the Congress of Vienna, been more 
forcefuland had hemadethe return of this territory thesine qua 
non of any Prussian agreement with the settlement as a 
whole. Without Prussia, there would probably not have been 
much left at Waterloo of the politically reactionary and 
second-rate as a general "Iron Duke" Wellington, so that he 
could hardly have represented his country at the peace 
negotiations in Vienna. And Nathan Rothschild would haveto 
really sellhis consols on the London Stock Exchange, instead 
of just pretendingto pull the wool over the eyes of the English 
investors (Nathan, of course, hadseen the light ofFrankfurt 
am Main). The Bonapartist card, which the Austrians played 


successfullyin their diplomatic crisis with France of I 8 3 1, - 
was also a trump card in Prussia's hand, both before 
Napoleon's return from Elba to France and afterward.But 
unfortunately Hardenberg was no Bismarck, and so the only 
opportunity toundo the crime committed byLouis XIV at 
Strasbourg in 1681lunder international pressure was allowed 
to pass unusedIt was left to Bismarck to bring about redress 
by a unilateral effort on the part of Germany. He began this 
immediately after Napoleon III and his generals had been 
captured by Prussian troops. That was on September 2, 1870, 
at Sedan. 

Bismarck immediately got into trouble with Liberal Prime 
Minister William Gladstone (who earlier, as a Conservative 
imperialist in the 1960s, had more of a realpolitikthan 
Bismarck and who had made the blinding argument in the 
House of Commons in 1863,had the English forgotten the 
juicy war profits from their supplies of war materials to the 
Yankees in the U.S. Civil War, and had they actively entered 
that war as allies of JeHersan Davis to save the South, then 
they and not the South would later have the so- 
calledDamnyankees on their hands). Bismarck had treated 
Gladstone gently enough at the start of the war in July 1870 
byforwarding tohimfor his perusalby diplomatic mail from 
the North German Confederationhandwritten letter from 
Napoleon III requesting Prussia's consent to France- 
annexingall of Belgium (emphasis by  author),would 
havecontradictedFranco-Prussian-English treaty of 18 39 on 
Belgian neutralityThis same treaty wasabused in1914 by Sir 
Edward Grey, the English Foreign Secretaryat the start of 
World War I, with the English Ambassador Goschen in 
Berlincirculating the infamous lie(nowexposed as suchby the 
leading English historian A. J. P. Taylor) that Reich 
Chancellor Bethmann-Hollweg had stupidly and cynically 
referred to the treaty as a "scrap of paper," which expression 
was the title of a play in French that Goschen had recently 
seen.In fact, Bethmann-Hollweg - in stark contrast to the 
English disregard for the international Morocco agreement 
of1880 -tookthe treaty very seriouslyHe proposed to follow 


the precedent that the English ambassador, Lord Vivianhad 
presentedthe Belgian government 1 8 8 7 with a declaration 
tothethat it was GermanyuseBelgium as a temporary military 
transit areaonly she would latermakecompensationand in the 
meantimerespectthe territorial integrity 
ofBelgium.Bismarck's discreet revelation to Gladstone had 
the effect of the proverbialwaving of the red clothJohn Bull 


Rothschild also victorious at Sedan 


The victory of Sedan was 1 8 70 as decisive as that 
ofK6niggratz in the Austro-Prussian war of 1866. The only 
reason that Leon Gambettaallowedthe warcontinue 
artificiallya completely hopeless situation until the 
conclusion of peace at Frankfurt am Main in May 1871 was 
that the House of Rothschild needed time and strength 
toimmediately replacevanished Credit Mobilier as the Jewish 
administrator of France's public finances. The artificial 
prolongation of the war by the French-Jewish politician 
Gambetta, who left besieged Paris by balloon, forced the 
provisional republican government in Bordeaux - the Third 
Republic was not firmly in the saddle until 1875, when the 
three fundamental laws were pushed through - to take out 
huge loans from the House of Rothschild. And the latter took 
advantage of the situation to negotiate termsin France's public 
financesbeing dominated by the Rothschildsever since then 
and to this day (with the sole exception of the 194%1944 
period under Petain) So they had won not only at Waterloo - 
to quote the title of a play by Eberhard Wolfgang Moller - but 
also at Sedan. 

During the six weeks of war leading up to the decisive 
battle of Sedan, the initial English policy of benevolent 
neutrality toward Prussia left nothing to be desired. But the 
magnitude of the victory at Sedan, together with the 
immediate overthrow of the second and last Bonapartist 
regime, brought into play the English notion, as traditional as 
it was decadent, of the European balance of power, the 
fundamental principle of every English government-except 


that of Oliver Cromwell-from the days of Henry VIII to 
Churchillandhis final humiliation at the hands of Roosevelt 
and Stalin at the Tehran Conference in I1943- Now suddenly, 
and in a manner typical of England's approach, there 
wasswitchbenevolence to confrontationGladstone wanted to 
hurt Bismarck, using as a pretext Bismarck's inevitable 
redress of the 168 1 wrongs committed at Strasbourg by Louis 
XIV.He invoked the (then) mythical precept under 
international law of the self-determination ofpeoples (of 
Europe, not of others) and, with an interference that no one 
had asked him tosovereign changetake placein Alsace and the 
eastern third of Lorrainewithout a referendumeven though at 
the time every Klipp studentknew that more than 90 percent 
of the inhabitants of the territories in question still had 
German as their mother tonguemany of themmaking progress 
inlearning French as a second languageBismarck'sreply to 
Gladstone was unequivocal: if he wished to enforce what was 
demanded, he would have to send soldiers to fight for it That 
was the end of the matter. 
Bismarck loved France 


Meanwhile, Bismarck wasalways_ attentive and 
understandingtoward Thiers and the other members of the 
Republican-French negotiating delegation. In the Belfort 
area, he made territorial concessions that he had not had in 
mind in the first place. This was easy for Bismarck because 
he - in contrast to German intellectuals of the so-called 
mystical-nationalistic direction such as Fichte and Treitschke 
- was simply friendly to France. He was fully and sincerely 
convinced, along with Nietzsche, that the Prussian military 
victory over France, which had resulted from circumstances 
in 1870, in no way signified a victory of German over French 
cultureLater, at the Berlin Congress of 1878, Bismarck 
granted German support to the secret French colonial plan for 
the development of Tunisia withoutmakingthe usual 
diplomaticquid pro quo demand of a Frenchpro quo.- 
Bismarck always behaved as a nobleman toward the French, 
which was not difficult for him because hesincerely 


admiredpeople, French culture, and _ the _ political- 
philosophical tradition embodied in Jean-Jacques Rousseau 


On the plus side of our culture 


One should not forget that the good European Bismarck - 
was the first Chancellor tointroduce universal free political 
suffrage for men inthe North German Confederation /867, - 
while in England the so-called Victorian political 
compromise still existed after 1 8 3 2 Lord Russel had carried 
out an electoral reform for the Liberalsincreased the 
percentage of eligible voters frompercent3 of adult males to 
not quite 5 percent, which had been valid until thenConsider 
further that Bismarcka lifelong fighter for human rights, 
defending the political emancipation of the Jews in Prussia of 
1812 as if it were his own life, whileRothschildsnotwintheir 
battle for the political equality ofthe Jews in England until the 
eve of Bismarck's involuntary withdrawal from active 
German politics in 1890.Nothing in the world is more 
humane than the sympathetic program of _ social 
securityBismarck pushed through the German Reichstag as 
early as the early 1980s, some fifty years before Roosevelt 
managed anything comparable for the United States (which, 
however, was almost immediately bleakly watered down in a 
manner typical of U.S. plutocracy)That was in the years 
following Roosevelt's first assumption of officeon March 4 I - 
9 3 3 (the lame-duck amendment changingdate of the USA 
president's assumption of officemonth of January did not 
occur until 1936) 

As an idealistic German patriot, Bismarck, who lifted his 
nation above all by his own personal efforts after the great 
hopes of 1848 had been dashed and the bondage ofwhich the 
German students sangseemedperpetual,belongsfirst and 
foremost to Germany But what he thought and achieved was 
so comprehensive that it also belonged to the whole 
world.His deeds in the difficult field of the politics of hard 
facts may well becomparedwith Rousseau's achievements in 


the eternal world of thoughtwhere the ultimate goals of our 
culture are set. Bismarck succeeded as a good man. And that 
weighs a lot on the credit side of our culture. 


Third chapter 


THE GREATEST THREAT TO THE CONTINUATION 
PLURALISTIC INDEPENDENCE IN EUROPE 
AROUND 1900: 

THE PROVERBIAL DECLINE 
ENGLISH IMPERIALISM 


Right of self-determination - so and so 


We have seen in the preceding chapter how horrified 
Gladstone r8 7o was at Bismarck's documented revelation 
that NapoleonIII and his foreign minister, the Duke of 
Gramont, even before the crisis finallyarosebetween 
Bonapartists and Hohenzollerns over the succession- 
Spanishthronewere greedily and single-mindedly pursuing a 
plan to appropriate by force for themselves forever the new 
Flemish-Walloon state of Belgium as it existed after the 
revolt of 1830.But the touchingly sincerehorror of the English 
prime minister at this dwindled amazingly quickly when the 
Prussiansdefeated the imperial French forces at Sedan on 
September 2, 1870, and immediately thereafterquestion 
aroseas a practical problem of international politics how the 
r68r crime committed by Louis XIVmake amends for the 
crime against peace and justice committed by Louis XIV, 
when the "Sun King" annexed the imperial city of Strasbourg, 
while at the same time supporting the ferociously anti- 
European Turks in their fanatical hope that they could destroy 
forever Vienna, the Habsburg capitala city thathad 
existedwithout interruption since the times of ancient 
Romeand which since the sixteenth century had become the 


largest city in Germany.Bismarck had to threaten the 
stubborn Anglo-Scottish liberal quite crudely with war in 
order to persuade him not to stick his nose into a matter that 
the latter was only going to exploit against Germany under 
the pretext of high-sounding international morality, indulging 
in endless prattle about the principle of international lawnot 
exist at all at the time,that territorial changes in Europe 
should notmadefuture without the consent ofpopulation 
concerned 

Later, when the hypocritical U.S. President Woodrow 
Wilson abused the principle of self-determination of peoples 
in the same foul and high-sounding manner, Gladstone's i 8 
70 attempted intervention against Germany was cited as 
justification for Wilson's policyalthough that scoundrel had 
not lifted a finger to demand of old Clemenceau that the right 
of self-determination of peoples which Gladstone wanted for 
Alsace-Lorraine in 1870 should now, 49 years later, apply to 
the same territoryThat year, 1919, President Wilson was 
accompanied on his trip to Paris by a second-rate member of 
the U.S. war bureaucracy, Civilian Undersecretary of the 
Navy Franklin Delano Rooseveltnot difficult to guess where 
the latter got his extreme disdain for law in foreign as well as 
domestic policy, which he displayed as unreasonablyas 
incessantly after 1919 (see especially the innumerable 
examples in the memoirs of his Secretary of the Interior from 
1933 to 1945, Harold Ickes:The Auto- biography of a 
Curmudgeon, New York, 1946, passim). 

Bismarck and Hess 


Although Bismarckacquiredsome modest colonies with 
raw material depositsfor Germanyeighties of the last 
centuryafter having ascertained each time with the English 
imperialists that nothing was objectionable (he evenbacked 
downthe Yankeesthe Samoa crisisalthough he knew that 
Germany was in the right and not the USA, see above Vol. I, 
op. cit.), he held all alone that Germany was a saturated 
European power. Not only did Germany haveno further 
territorial claimsthis continent, he thought, but its activity in 


colonial territory for the purpose of procuring raw materials 
should remain narrowly limited in this period of brightly 
blazing English imperialism after the German reunification of 
187IThus, although Germany was no longer a great power 
without colonies like the Austro-Hungarian Dual 
Monarchyitsoverseasterritorial acquisitions were toremain 
relatively modest and insignificant At the same time, 
Bismarck made a very special effort in the Reichstag and in 
press interviews to educate the German people in the sense 
that in the modern age even so-called preventive wars were 
no longer appropriate and certainly not morally justifiable. 
Thus, although Bismarck was the first to admit that Frederick 
the Great's decision in 1 7 56 to invade the hostile Saxony of 
the Wettins before the latter, as Austria's ally, was in a 
position to declare war on Prussia, he knew that this was 
happening in an entirely different, rococo era, (after Austria 
had failed to regain disputed Silesia in the first two Silesian 
Wars, Prince Kaunitz hadaccomplishedamazing feat by 
creating a massive Russian-Polish-Austrian-Saxon-French 
coalition against Prussia beginning in 1748).In contrast to this 
rococo periodby the end of the I9th century the combination 
of modern nationalism and modern industrial 
technologyhadcreated a completely changed situation in 
which the cost of any future major war would be so enormous 
that really only a purely defensive war, in the strictest 
interpretation of that word, would be morally justified 

It would be interesting to consider what Bismarck's 
attitudewould have beendiplomatic mission of Rudolf Hess to 
England in May I 940, in which Hess used the argument that 
if England rejected the peace offer, Hitlerforcedby the rapidly 
growing danger of a major two-front war against Germany 
(U.S.-England in the West, U.S.S.R. in the East) to venture a 
pre-emptive war against Stalin, and that whoever won that 
would be the end ofEnglish system ofbalance of power in 
Europe. That Hess was confused by the incredible obtuseness 
of the so often drunken Churchill, who was simplygraspthis 
intellectually irrefutableargumentsaying(see Colin Cross: The 
Fall of the British Empire, London 1969, passim). 


Of course, there can be no conclusive answer to this 
hypothetically posed question. But in my view there is also 
no reasonable doubt that Bismarck would have been forced 
by the essential laws of logic to approve Hitler's reluctant 
decision, after six months of nerve-wracking hesitation, to 
invade the Soviet Union on June 22, 1941. Stalin had - 
deliberately rhis voluntarily negotiated commitments to Hitler 
since the defeat of France in June I 940, and when he finally, 
with a delay of three monthssenthis Commissar for Foreign 
AffairsBerlinNovember 1940apparently serious negotiations, 
he had instructed Molotov to make such nonsensically 
astronomicaldemands that Hitler's extremely serious 
negotiating efforts were scuppered within three days 

followed by Stalin's immediate political and 
militaryintervention in the Yugoslav crisis of April I 94 I, - 
whichresultedfrom a combined operation of the Soviet-North 
American-Englishsecret services in the overthrow of- 
legitimate royal government of Prince Regent Paul and its 
replacement by the questionable regime of _ the 
YugoslavMinister of Aviation, Simovich, whichat least once 
more as wretched as the puppet regimewhich the first 
Roosevelt had installed in the Panama District of Colombia in 
1903.No one will want to denythat Bismarckwasa principled 
Christian statesmanbut he would have known as well as 
anyone that every human rule has its exceptions and that at 
the advanced time of 22June 1941, when England, the United 
States and the Soviet Union were far ahead of Germany in 
their armaments, there were only two possibilities: to count 
on victory over Stalin, who alonecould avoidthe great war on 
two fronts(Germany did not have the naval power to go 
another way), or to draw a line and renounce any further 
effort to preserve the Reich that Hitler had restored 


Franco-German entente! 


Some historians have expressed the view that Bismarck's 
post-1871 system of alliances (when Bismarck negotiated the 


Treaty of Frankfurt am Main with France in May 1871, there 
were no European alliances at all, and all wereinEnglish-style 
splendid isolation) was primarily anti-French in_ its 
orientation. But this isnonsense, of course,given the well- 
known fact that Bismarckwas a Francophile.He favored the 
Third French Republic, and he crushed the professional 
diplomat Harry von Armim, who belonged to the German 
traitor elite, when the latterhad flirtedwith several of the anti- 
Republic conspiratorial groups of French monarchistsbehind 
his back and against his explicit instructionsThese consisted 
of supporters of the Bourbons, Orleanists and Bona- 
partistsThe monarchists, in possession of universal suffrage 
after 187 zoccasionally able towina democratic majority inthe 
republican Chamber of Deputiesbutcouldnever agree on 
which of the three monarchist dynastieshadprimacyThus, 
they enabled, inadvertently so to speaksurvival of France's 
republican tradition 

Bismarck's ultimate goal, based on Fenelon's tradition after 
the Peace of Utrecht (1713) and Kant's after the Peace of 
Paris (1763)was the creation of a European league of 
dominantstates including all the major European powerslt 
was Bismarck's certainly well-founded opinionother powers 
had doneit would be easier for the understandably proud 
Francereachsettlement withenemy that hadtaken 
backterritoriesonce stolenBismarck also believed that the 
revival of French interest in overseascolonies, supported by 
Germany at Bismarck's instigationmake it easier for France 
tobury the battle axe and return to the notion of traditional 
Franco-German friendshipas it had existed in the High 
Middle Ages 

French Prime Minister Jules Ferry made an honest effort to 
restore the Franco-German ententeas ithad existedtwenty 
years earlier ( 1 8 6 5) between Bismarckand Napoleon III, 
this time, of course, on a worldwide basisprovided 
byBismarck's willingness to support a wide-ranging overseas 
colonial program for France if the latter would in tum 
acquiesce in the permanent loss of the German-speaking 
territories of Alsace-Lorraine.These effortscouldhaveled 


tolastingsuccess15 years after the end of the Franco-Prussian 
WarFrench not suffered such heavy losses in [884-1885 in 
Tongking, now North VietnamHavingconquered Tunisia in 
1881 and considerably expanded their West African 
possessions,French also became active in Southeast Asia- 
marching northfrom their base at Saigon, which Napoleon 
IUhadalreadyestablishedI 8 52 in South Vietnamto conquer 
all of Vietnam.But the heavy lossesinflicted onthem by the 
North Vietnamese, who received direct and sustained support 
from Chinaa reaction in France, especially in the Senate and 
the Chamber of Deputies, that was not favorable to further 
colonial adventuresThere was also the chauvinist and 
thoroughly anti-Germanagitation ofGeneral Boulanger (18 8 
6-1 8 8 7),French war ministersupported by Clemenceauwho 
a few years laterconvicted ofembezzling public funds, fled to 
Brussels and shot himself there at the grave of his lover, 
instead of seizing power in a coup d'état, as his friends and 
supporters would have  wishedestablishinga _ radically 
chauvinist dictatorshipFrance on the corpse of the Third 
RepublicIn any case, Bismarck's relations with both France 
and Russiareachedtheir nadir in 1887, in which latter country 
the leading classes had been temporarilygrippedby the 
feverish and seductivePan-Slavist propaganda of the eloquent 
Moscow journalist Mikhail Katkov. It was also in this year of 
1887 that England's ambassador in 

Brussels, Lord Vivian, publicly informed the Belgian 
government that England, whose imperial interests in Central 
Asia clashed with those of Russia and in Africa with those of 
FranceobjectGermany, should she be drawn into a two-front 
war against France and Russia, used Belgium as a military 
thoroughfareEngland would thus support the German cause 
of the Hohenzollerns just as Pitthad supported the Prussian 
cause of the same ruling house 130 years agoin order to gain 
strength overseas at the expense of France in the soer years of 
the 18th century, on whose side Russia now stood instead of 
Spain at that timeHowever, the attempt of the French 
chauvinists - and by this is meant, of course, and primarily, 
Clemenceau - to provoke a war with Germany failed in 1887, 


just as Ferry's attempt two years earlier to restore the 
traditional Franco-German entente had failed.That peace was 
preserved was the merit of Bismarck's smooth and 
conciliatory diplomacy 


Imperialist fever from 1877 


That Ferry's effort for a Franco-German ententewas taken 
very seriously by 1 88 5 is already evident from the hectic 
propaganda with which Clemenceau's friend Deroulede, as 
leader of themilitarist lobby in France called the "Patriots! 
League,"fought Ferry Deroulede had advanced the thesis that 
Bismarck and Ferry had joined forces in a bribe: Mother 
France should forget her two lost daughters (Alsace and 
Lorraine) by providing her with 20 new maidsThisto France's 
new colonies, which - at least in terms of their geographical 
extent -madethe second French colonial empire, as it existed 
in 1914, comparable to the firstwhich was taken away from 
France by England in the Paris Peace Treaty of 1763. In fact, 
however, no newly acquired colonial possessions could 
compensate France for the India it had lost forever. 

This brings us to the crux of the almost 
pathologicalimperialist fever that began in I 877, when 
Conservative Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli 
secretlyacquiredcontrol for England ofvital Suez Canal- 
Francehad completed and opened inI 869, making it obvious 
to all the world that Disraelicould well compete in financial 
dexterity with Nathan Rothschild, whomade the big deal- 
Waterloo in 1815The Rothschilds wereinvariably and directly 
representedat all diplomatic conferences (Aachen, 
LjubljanaTroppau, and Verona)during the seven years of 
conference diplomacythe concert of European powers! 8 I 5 
to 1822 (before England returned tosplendid isolation under 
Canning after Castlereagh's sensational suicide)To them 
flowed all the profits from such enterprises as the military 
intervention of the French Bourbons against the Spanish 
BourbonsThat the French were successful in this in 1823 and 


Spaintogive wayvery similar reasons as in the next century 
the surprisingly quick defeat of France at the beginning of the 
Second World WarFrance, with an inadequate birth rate (its 
current population growth did not begin until 1941 under 
Petain), had the highest casualties of all the warring nations 
in World War I and was therefore just as overwhelmed in 
1939 as Spain I 822 under the Bourbon threat, having 
suffered such enormous losses in the war against Napoleon 
from 1808 to 1813. 
England's racial problems 


Disrealifollowed uphis outrageous1877coup against France 
withloudmouthed announcement that Queen Victoria had- 
becomede jure Empress of India, twenty years after 
Englandhad abolishedthe old mercantilistmonopoly of the 
East India Companythe course of the futileWar of 
Independence of 1 8 57.that time England was at war with the 
imperialist nonsense of the Social Darwinists and was- 
intriguedby the proclamation of the acting dean of English 
historians, Edward Augustus Freeman (18231892, see 
especially his incredible court history in ten volumesNorm an 
Conquest of England), that the English population was not 
after all predominantlyof the same Celts whom Caesar had 
first encountered there with their crimson priestly garb in 5 5 
BCE.The few Saxon invaderson the other hand, Freeman 
claimed, who had come to England during the Sth century CE 
after the Roman legions had left it, and who had been shown 
to surprise the local population with their manly Germanic 
dialect, which they spoke instead of a melodious but chaotic 
Gaelic or the pompous but deformed Latin, had miraculously 
transformed the entire Anglo-Celtic population into Germanic 
peAnd court historian Freemanin those seventies sang with 
romantic exuberance of the English people and their three 
homesthe first of which was pure imagination: Germany's 
forests, England, and overseas colonies Of course, Freeman, 
who spent his life creating only at second hand, did not invent 
this fairy tale myth himself. This one goes back to the last 
decades of the 12th century, absent from the chronicles of the 


Anglo-Saxons, because the first King of Anjou, Henry 
Ilordered not only the murder ofhis former friend, the 
Archbishop ofCanterbury, Thomas Becket (as poetically 
shaped by T. S. Eliot in 1935 in his drama "Murder in the 
Cathedral"), but in 11 54 also that of all Saxon historians. This 
was in the same century that the greatest Anglo-Norman liar 
of all time, Geoffrey of Monmouth (ii00-1154), whose chief 
work was calledHi- story of the Kings of Britain, circulated 
the story, existingonly in his imaginationof a good and just 
Celtic-English monarch of pre-Saxon times, King Arthur and 
his Knights of the Round Table, which legendwascourse- 
stolenfrom I I centurywestern Francelt is a frightening fact 
that on the basis of all the dramaticand musical adaptations of 
this absurd legend without any solid foundation a high 
percentage of the North Americanboobeoisie (as H. L. 
Mencken, using the English word booby = simpleton, used to 
call the incredibly ignorant USA _ bourgeoisie), who 
hardlyknowthe name of any medievalruler in any country, is 
stiffly convinced that this English King Arthur, existing only 
as a figure of legend, really existed 

Freeman borrowed the myth of the modern Englishman as 
a Teuton in present-day dress from John Mitchell Kemble 
(1807-1857), whose major work The Sa- xons in England - 
(London, 1849, passim) was in fact not history but free 
inventionis not space here toreproduce the voluminous 
documentation of my principal Harvard professor, William 
Leonard Langer ( 1896- 1977, past president of the American 
Historical Association)1948 examined my habilitation thesis 
on the role of Germany and Poland in Central Eastern 
Europe. His work The Diplomacy of Imperialism, i89o- 1902 
(Knopf, New York, 1935, 2 vols.) contains the best index, 
with many verbatim quotations, of England's extensive 
imperialist literature in the 19thCentury,which stands in the 
background of the foolish invention of Freeman and _ his 
friends that the Celtic Europeans, just like the Celtic Irish, 
Bretons and Scots, are in reality the only world-spanning 
master race of the so-called Anglo-Saxon Germanic peoples, 
who were ordered by God himselforganize, civilize and rule 


the whole globe for eternityor until the return of Christ and 
the Last Judgmentif this old religious myth, which is possible 
though not very probable, should be valid(0 God, our strength 
in times past, our help in days to come, Amen!]. 


Why is there no USA culture? 


The idea is simply appthat humanityhad to be 
sacrificedtwo successive generations in two 
incomprehensibly cruel and brutal English world warsthe 
First and the Second, not for tangible or somehow real 
interests that had never been touched or even threatened, but 
for the worldwide prestige of the mythical Anglo- 
Saxonmaster race, whose arrogance goes so far that a Lord 
Halifax, in his maiden speech in the House of Commons in 
1910, spoke of modern Egyptians as of "niggers." This 
master race never was one. The crazy English superstition 
was of course much worse, because mankind had to bleed 
and die for a race which not only was not a master race, but 
whichnever existedall 

It should now be much easier to understand the chaotic 
state of mind of the US. great ConstanceRourke, in her works 
explaining the absence of a true U.S. culture, has stated that 
vast ignorance as the salient cultural characteristic of the 
Americanbetter than his persistence in the traditions of a 
Davy Cracket, John Bunyan and the Trumpets of fubilee - 
explains the true American character.Yet only a small 
minority of the U.S. population is ethnically EnglishItfar 
outby Irish or German elementsBut the prevailing attitude 
toward life as a wholespeak ofa coherentworld view 
ascivilized person should have, is infiltrated to an 
overwhelming degree by England, so _ that the 
countlesscultural follies of the English are not only adopted 
and preserved, but enhanced with the wild exaggeration 
characteristic of Americans 

The result is the greatest cultural catastrophe 
imaginablethreatening to becomeworldwide and a danger to 


the five and a half millenniaold civilization of mankind, since 
the USA explicitly registeredits claim to world domination in 
1947. It goes without saying that there is no other solution 
here than to confine the Americans to their own house 
(including their backyard). 


The absurdity of imperialism 


Jay Hobsan, in his great classic work Imperialism - 
(London, 1904, passim), in which hepoints outfrom a sound, 
truly constructive, non-Marxiststandpoint the error of the 
British-ledimperialist hysteria after 1877, was perfectly right 
in demonstratingwith the precision of economic algebra, that 
even the politically sensationally successful English 
imperialism, onassumptionan imperialist successincrease in- 
number ofde facto slaves,represented economically the 
assumption of a great responsibility forthe stagnantEnglish 
society at home. Forlatter, imperial adventure was something 
of a costly pastime.For impoverished and less powerful 
nations like Italy in the late 19th centuryit couldoften even 
assume catastrophic proportionsOne need only recall the 
enraged crowdsgleefully greetednews in Rome in 1896 that 
the EthiopianEmperor Menelik (with extensive French and 
Russian arms supplies) had destroyed the core of the Italian 
colonial army at Aduwa.When Italy's foreign minister, 
Francesco Crispi, tried to address the excited crowd to calm 
them down, heprevented from speakingby shouts"Evviva 
Menelik," shouts that accompanied him at every public 
appearance until his resignation (much the same happened to 
the Reich Chancellor of the Weimar Republic, Heinrich 
Briiningnot get rid of the shouts of >>Hunger Chancellor" 
until he had completed his resignation, which had been 
suggested to him by Reich President Hindenburg) 

As Ipointed outin the section on the North American- 
SpanishWar of 1898 in7he Myth of the New History (Craig 
Press, Nutley/N.J., 1965, ch. 5), the English 
imperialistsinitially led by Disraelihypnotizing the whole 


world in 1 8 77, namely not only Europe but also the United 
States and Japan.They achieved this by projecting seductive 
dreams of the benefits of their corrupt post-industrial system, 
whichbecame tantamount to Cain's curseany nation that tried 
itOf course, not all succumbed to the lure of imperialism.A 
folksy American like William Jennings Bryan of Nebraska, 
equidistant from all frontiers of the United States, reacted 
against imperialism automatically from the stomach 
standpoint, and great minds like Bismarck and LaFollette 
always remainedimmune toits temptationsBut the fact 
remains that the vast majority of ruling elites around the 
world during the late 19th and early 20th centuries were 
adherents of the high-soundingEnglish gospel of imperialism 
because they were undulyimpressed byEnglish tenet of 
temporary and superficial general political successThe result 
was an emphatic diminution of the real capacity of these 
elitesto meet the real needs of their nationsImperialism after 
1877 was a cancerautomatically led to the spread of lies and 
deceit in the politics of the nations that practiced itThis, of 
course, was also a further departure from the pathprescribed 
byrespect for the common willcontained inphilosophical 
philosophy of Jean-Jacques RousseauThe deception and 
perversity of the modern imperialist system denoted a step 
back to the earlier meaningless political absolutism as set as a 
glorious ultimate goal for its own sake by Voltaire 


Marx - an imperialist in disguise 


Perhaps some will object that the rapid rise of the Marxist 
Second International after 1877 marked the emergence of a 
new political forcethatcould have fought and destroyedthe 
imperialism addiction>>made in England."At first glance, it 
almost seemed so, especially since prominent Marxists of the 
Second International such as Eugene Debs in the United 
States, Jean Jaures in France, and August Bebel in 
Germanywereindeed serious opponents of imperialism 
throughout their lives Karl Marx, however, was a disciple of 


Hegel and Voltaire who believed in absolutism and 
imperialism as well as Voltaire's atheism. Here someone may 
object that Voltaire was not an atheist but a deistBut the 
original English deism of Herbert of Cherbury in the 
sixteenth century was so dilutedtime it reached Voltaire that 
the latternot find it difficult topay lip service toa fragile and 
anemic conception as that some watchmaker-likebeing had 
once setworld in motion, only to step aside afterwards.To call 
Voltaire's essential atheism deism, freethinking, God-belief, 
or otherwise, would betake him at his wordand one should 
never do that with Voltaire, even if one finds pleasure in his 
wit That would be to descend to the level of empty sophistry. 
should also be remembered that Voltaire, who was merely 
indifferent to Islam and Buddhisma_ fervent and 
passionatehatredboth Christianityand Judaismwhich he 
evenextended to individuals of these creeds 

Lenin, whose own preoccupation with imperialismis amply 
demonstrated by his superficial and contradictory 1916 book 
on the subject - theonly one (author's emphasis), 
incidentally,he ever finished - understood very early on, when 
he (born in 1870) was not yet 30 years old, that Marx- 
imperialistin disguiseultimate aim was to set up the most 
grandiose imperialist system in the history of the world, a 
system whichwouldpreclude any further human development 
So Marx was, in short, the worst imperialist up to that time, 
and Lenin, like later Stalin, Khrushchev, Brezhnev, 
Andropov and Chernenko, strove to be his best disciple in 
this respect as well. The reason why Lenin sent his pupil 
Stalin to Vienna for a year in 1913 toworklibraries there on 
the subject of the modern nationality questionwas, as is well 
known, that Lenin, like Stalinwanted to further 
developcamouflaged system of Marxist imperialismwhich, as 
always,hidesbehind the appealingbackdrop of cultural 
autonomy for all 

The years between 1883, when Marx died, and 1917, when 
Lenin triumphed in Russia, were decisiverespect to the 
question of Marxism and imperialism.Just asEduard 
Bernstein's Marxist revisionism in GermanyrejectedMarxist 


idea of an indispensable political absolutismand an elitist 
dictatorship in the name ofthe so-called proletariat in favor of 
Rousseau's doctrine of the common will and a shaping of 
politics by liberalmeans,so the rejection of imperialism by 
prominent Marxists was a good omen forthe emergence of a 
seemingly humane and civilized Marxist movement, when its 
savage founder with his even more savage dreams 
(nightmares it would be better to say) was finally safely 
buried andcouldno longerspewhis venom into the 
international political arena of  struggleBut _ since, 
nevertheless, imperialism and  absolutismremainedthe 
essential thrust of Marxism, that idea of a kind of new 
barbarian empireto be builton the ruins of a free 
civilizationwith a free enterprise system,as it has been the 
best and in the long run the only possible manifestation of 
civilization since the days of Sumer, everything changed, 
especially after Lenin and his small revolutionary minority 
seized power in Russia, applying an almost incomprehensible 
system of sheer, brutal terror to compensate for the lack of 
masses 


"Splendid Isolation" 


Nowadays, the USA and the USSR are rivals externally, 
but secret friends in matters of imperialism. leading elite of 
the two camps always and above all has in mind a unification 
of the two systems into a conclusive one-world organization, 
with only a few questions of practical implementation and 
tactical procedurestill tosettled before this finite unification 
(where "finite"is to be understoodmore than one sense) can 
take place. This may be the 24th hour, but even at an earlier 
hour it would be high time toput a quick end todominant 
political forces of the eighties ofour century and destroy them 
both: despicable USA imperialismand itsde facto appendage, 
USSR imperialism 

We shouldcraziness inherent inimperialist system of 
England at the tum of the 19th and 20th 


centuriescreatedconditions for the replacement oforiginal 
English brand by the imperialist varieties of the USA and the 
USSR, the former quite easily becoming the dominant 
successor, while in terms of atrocities committed and crimes 
against humanity and against peace, the imperialisms of the 
USA and the USSR roughly balance 

It has often been said that at the end of the Lord Salisbury 
era in 1902 there was no compelling reason whatever to - 
abandonthe eighty-year-old system of splendid isolationa 
horror to the rest of the world but politically beneficial to 
England ever since Canning had introduced it in 1822 (see 
above).Thathad takenLord Roberts and his 30000 men of 
regular British troopscommittingusual English atrocities, 
nearly three yearssubjugatethe tiny South African republics 
of Transvaal and Orange Free State was not allowed to count 
as such a reason in EnglandSalisbury, who was both prime 
minister and head of theForeign Office from 1895 to 1902- 
outthatsplendid isolation, —_ havingsurvivedthe — South 
Africancalamity, could really survive anything, for there was 
in fact no effective foreign intervention on behalf of the 
Boersdespite almost universal condemnation of English 
crimes committed in South Africa against freedom, peace, 
and decencyCecil Rhodes' merciless maximum program for 
asuccessful English imperialism was fulfilled at the Cape. 

Meanwhile, the world had also reluctantly come to terms 
with the so-called temporary military occupation of Egyptby 
the British in 1882, although Francemakingdesperate but 
futile attempts togainan equal share of control over the 
fancifulSuez Canalbuilt exclusively by France The 1898 
order from Paris for Marehand to withdraw from Fashoda, 
thus leaving English troops under Kitchener in undisputed 
control of the entire eastern Sudan on the upper Nile from 
Egypt to Ethiopia, also made it clear that France was as 
unwilling to confront England militarily in 1898 as she had 
been nearly 60 years earlier when she accepted a humiliating 
surrender to England in the Mehmet Ali crisis of 1840, 
whether the latter used allies or not. 


Greater Germany already 1866! 


Meanwhile, England's imperial lifeline across the 
Mediterranean remained fully secured by the diplomatic 
agreements England negotiated with Bismarck's Triple 
Alliance(thel1879Dual Alliance between Germany and 
Austria-Hungary wasexpandedinto a Triple Alliance by Italy 
in 1882)Although England stillhadits problems vis-a-vis 
Russia in Asia from the Black Sea in the west bios to the Sea 
of Okhotsk in the east, Bismarck's historic decision of 1876 
to put Germany on a permanent course in favor of England 
and its European friend Austria-Hungary at the expense of 
Russia gave it tremendous support in a confrontation with 
RussiaThis decision by Bismarck wastakenon the eve of the 
Russo-TurkishWar of 1877-1878 and despite the factthat 
Russiahad given diplomatic support tothe German sidethe 
war of i18?0-i871, which admittedly had been only apro quo 
for German assistance in Russia's unilateral repudiation of- 
Peace of Paris of I 8 56, which had ended the Crimean War 
and decided the demilitarization of the Russian Black Sea 
shore.Bismarck hadno other choicel876 because of the 
military vulnerability ofthe southeastern flank of Little 
Germanylf Bismarck hadtorn apartHabsburg Empire inI866 - 
and created Greater Germany at that timewhich was hardly 
feasible in practice because of all the other serious problems 
Bismarck faced, he would have had a truly free choice 
between Russia and the Anglo-Habsburg team 

However, even under the most favorable conditions, 
including those of aGreater Germanyalreadycreatedthat 
time,Bismarck wouldhardly have been willing to adopt a 
policybased exclusively on a Russian-German allianceTsarist 
foreign policy had beentoo volatilethat since the sudden death 
of Nicholas I, the so-called "tsar of the European order," after 
the tsarbeentricked by England and_ betrayed by 
Austriaduring the disastrous period of the Crimean War for 
RussiaPoets and dreamers find it easy toenvisionretrospect, 
an exclusively Russian-German alliance of 1876 under the 
conditions that Prince Gorchakov, as Russian foreign 


minister, had actually offered to BismarckThis would 
havebecome an unbeatable alliancefor a foreseeablefuture 
and would have saved Germany as well as Russia from being 
blocked in World War I, thus eliminating the influencethat 
eventually brought defeat to bothBut in the politics of hard 
facts, from 1855 until the conclusion of the Franco-Russian 
alliance of i 894Russiarepresentedsuch an unreliable power 
factorthat any attempt to trust it at the height of this long 
period of uncertainty would have meant a slide into the realm 
of fantasy, which Bismarck was sometimes prepared todobut 
by no means at the moment when it matteredforge a reliable 
foreign policy for the Second German Reich 


Confessions of English torturers 


Some historians have claimed that the possibility of a 
merger of the Berlin-Vienna-Rome Triple Alliance with the 
Paris-St. Petersburg alliance was the precipitating cause for 
the British Permanent Foreign Office and its Permanent 
Under-Secretary of State, Sir Eyre Croweadvocate- 
abandonment ofsplendid  isolation.But there is _ no 
documentary evidence to support such a thesis, and the 
practical possibility that such an eventuality would occur was 
almost inconceivably remoteWhat these historians have done 
isconfusethe limited initiative of a few French and Russian 
diplomats during the Fourth Boer War of 1899 to 1902 with a 
sinistersecret plan to combine the two continental alliance 
systems into a crusade against the English EmpireThe 
Franco-Russian effort, which in any case failed because 
Germany refused to participate in it, was to be a presentation 
by the diplomatic representatives of both the Triple Alliance 
and the Franco-Russian Alliance in London on behalf of the 
entire European concert of powers (except England)toput a 
stop toterrible repressive measures of the English imperialists 
in South Africa, including the concentration camps 
deliberately designed for extermination, in which, even by the 
admission of the English torturers, no less than 30000 


innocent Boer women and childrenwere put to death 


The obdurate Anglo-Norman masters of English 
imperialism and would-be world rulers foundin a dangerously 
vacillating combination of euphoria over the peak of their 
success on the one hand and the neurotic fear of losing 
everything on the other (cfespecially the extremely and 
emphatically deranged retreating work of themost popular 
and - like the very different John Osborne in the 60's - highest 
earning English writer Rudyard Kipling, Lest We Forget, 
London, 1900, passim). 


Questionable "pax britannica" 


The English were in A much worse condition than the 
French and the Germans in the field of intellectual 
knowledge, because compulsory elementary educationwas 
introduced in England only in that year(in Prussia alreadyIN 
1980). Worse, however, and causing a real catastrophe, was 
their national state of mind, namely, on the one hand, their 
stubborn, undignified, and peasant refusal to admitthat it was 
not proper toattackChina in 1839 with an 
unprovokedwarforcehundreds of millions of Chinesenarcotics 
in spite of the useless protest of their government,or to let 
hundreds of millions of Indians die of starvation in order 
toenricha fewLancashiretextile millionaireseven more, and on 
the other hand their almost delusional obsession that the 
world has secretly conspired to make them hand over their 
fraudulent profits and dismantle their criminal imperialist 
system 

The usual ruse of the English to equate their own crimes 
with a fictitious effort on their part tobring justice to the 
world, and to identify themselves with civilization, but their 
opponents, whoever and however many they were, with 
barbarism 


still worked to an astonishing extent outside England, but left 
little impressionitsown minds,more and more of which were 
choking on their endless hypocrisy.The sense of futility that 
this situation engenderedgreatly increased the temptation togo 
overboardwith a new and, as usual, morally indeprogram of 
worldwide aggressionEven their later myth of the so-called 
century of pax britannica was a pure invention, because the 
Anglo-Norman masters of Englandhadthemselves tried by 
force to emerge from the Mehmet Ali crisis of I84O, from the 
local Crimean War, when in 1854 the English, with an 
Austria ready to participate, launched a crusade against tsarist 
Russia led by them with their so-called Fifth Coalition, an 
aggressive alliance consisting of England, France, Sardinia, 
Prussia, Austria, Sweden and Turkey, had they succeeded 
only in getting stubbornly neutral Prussia to participate, 
world wars would have resulted. Even before the Berlin 
Congress, which Bismarck held as an "honest broker," the 
English tried in 1878 touseRussia's separate peace with 
Turkey at San Stefano, which had truly not been earth- 
shattering andhadmerelycreateda larger Bulgaria in exact 
conformity with Gladstone's doctrine of self-determination 
forEuropean peoples, as a pretextinitiate a worldwide 
coalition war against RussiaThe British navy had entered the 
Sea of Marmarabetween the Dardanelles and Bosperus- 
January 1878 on its own authority, which itto do 1915 after 
England had refused a Turkish request to join the Entente in 
1914, thus deliberately driving Turkey into Germany's arms 
so that it could later inherit the forfeited Ottoman Empire (cf. 
especially A. Ignatiev, Angelski-Russkaya Soyuz, Moscow, 
1967, passim) 

If there wasno worldwide conflict inthe exceptionally 
fortunate century from 1815 to 1914, it was only because the 
English imperialists had not succeeded in precipitating one 
They had made three desperate attempts to do so during this 
period. This should be enough to blow the lid off the 
irrational Anglo-Norman myth that the parasitic and 
belligerentBritish Empire was justified if onlyit had 
voluntarilyassumedduties of a world policeman, a sort of 


substitute for the League of Nationsand the United Nations 
Organization, in order disinterestedly to maintain the 
fictitious rule of law in the world and to avoid the outbreak of 
any possible worldwide strife 

The Anglo-Norman establishment in London became more 
and more like a professional arsonist from day to day around 
the year 1900, planning with premeditation and by secret 
methods of conspiracy to set the whole globe ablaze. Such a 
course of action was typical only of English imperialismnot 
of similar imperialisms on the Continentwhich must be 
emphasized since many English writers, fully aware of 
English guilt in the two world wars of the twentieth century 
and in an effort to find a way out of the maze of this 
particular guilttried to declareall the imperialist systems of 
Europe equally guilty(see especially G. Lowes 
Dickinson,The International Anarchy, London, 1924, 
passim). 


Was Bismarck's dismissal really that bad! 


Whatever the disadvantages of Bismarck's dismissal by 
Emperor Wilhelm IJ in 1890 in the course of an 
honestdisagreement between the two on questions of 
domestic policy (see above), it is nonsensical for German 
historiansclaimas many of themrepeatedly done, that 
everything would have been differentif only the last emperor 
had allowed Bismarck to remain the Iron Chancellor for 
eternity.This sentimental and irrational historical reasoning 
overlooksfact that Bismarck, too, was predestined to die one 
day, ie. to go the way of all earthly things, asso 
magnificently emphasized ingreat Gilgamesh epic of the 
Sumerians Bismarck died I898 at the blessed age of 8 3 years. 
There is no reason to believe that he would have lived forever 
had he notforced to resign in I 890. 

addition, there is a general overestimationthe importance of 
the German-Russian reinsurance treaty and its non-renewal 
by Bismarck's successorsWilliam Leonard Langer (see 
above), in his brilliant monograph7he Franco-Russian 


Alliance (Cambridge/ Mass./USA, 1931, passim) emphasized 
that the decision of the new Reich Chancellor, Georg Leo von 
Caprivi(1890-1894), todropessentially 
unworkablereinsurance treaty instead of renewing it at the 
end of its usual short term of three years in 1890 after 
Bismarck's resignation,reality brought about a valuable 
clarification and rationalization of continental European 
relations (Bismarckwouldundoubtedlyhaverenewedthe 
treatyatthe request of the Russian ambassadorin Berlin, Peter 
Shuvalov, but this by no means implies that this 
renewalwould have produced astonishing or even slightly 
beneficial results) The path taken by Caprivi did indeed lead 
to a clear and rational system of continental states. Langer 
pointed out that the Franco-Russian alliance of 1894, in its 
first decadeprecedingthe conclusion of the pernicious Anglo- 
FrenchEntente Cordiale of April 1904anything but a 
disruptive factor in Europe, but, just like Bismarck'’s own 
Triple Alliance of 1882-1915, quite a stabilizing factor 

One need not look far forreasons for the validity of 
Langer'scentral thesisAfter the fall of French Prime Minister 
Jules Ferry in I 88 5 , it was clear that close cooperation with 
Germany, whatever its potential value in the field of 
international relations, was not a trump card in domestic 
politics. There was, therefore, no rational basis for supposing 
that in the foreseeable future a new attempt at cooperation 
with Germany, such as Ferryhad made - in vain -be madeThis 
meant that - contrary to Bismarck's original intention - his 
alliance systemtomore and more like one for intimidating an 
apparently helpless and isolated France This ugly picture was 
destroyed at a stroke by the Franco-Russian pact of January 
1894. And indeed, in the early years of this pactprovidedan 
effective counterweightto the growing international 
sympathies for Germany, Wilhelm II and his regime, known 
as the "New Course," rose to an_ international 
popularityWilhelm I and Bismarck had never known 
Bismarck had always been respected, even honored, as a 
genius. But that did not mean that he was also loved. His own 
Reichstag and the Berlin City Assemblyrefused to 


congratulate him on his memorableSo. birthday on I. April I - 
895 to congratulate him (in neither body did the majority 
necessary for such an official step materialize). This was 
largely the result of the sudden popularity of WilhelmII and 
his new leaders (see D. L. Hoggan,7he Reichstag and 
Bismarck's Sth Birthday, Berkeley/Cal./USA, 1954, on 
microfilm only, and the German translation"Deutsche 
Hochschullehrer-Zeitung," Tiibingen, 1971/4) 

Germaniam esse delendam... 


Although thelegend spread byHans Rothfels and other 
West Germanhistorians that the leaders of the "New Course" 
missed the opportunity tomake a /904handsome alliance with 
Englanddecade from 1894 tono substance, there can be no 
doubt that Anglo-German relationswould have been even 
worse in that decade had it not been for the Franco-Russian 
alliance (Raymond Sontag had originally planned,continuehis 
dazzling studyGermany and England from the 1940s to 1914, 
but his work on the English sources of the twenty years from 
1894 to 1914 had caused him so much expense and trouble, 
and in addition had aroused in him such distaste for the 
constant lying and cheating of the Anglo-Norman 
establishment during that period, that he had his study 
terminated with the year 1894After endless discussions on 
this subject during the three years we spent together at 
Berkeley University in the mid-1950s, I haveabandonedmy 
initialregret at his decision and have come to believe that he 
was wise, considering the restrictions to which the Anglo- 
Norman establishment in Londonstill subjectingavailable 
English sources in1938, when this book appeared, which 
would otherwise have been epoch-making). 

last decade of the last century, at any rate, wasthe time 
when Germany began a political, economic, and social ascent 
that surpassed in its nature anything that English imperialism 
had ever dreamed ofEngland's jealousy ofGermany became 
so intense, as it were overnight, that the English editorial 
magazine with the highest circulation, The Saturday Review, - 
publishedthe first of its nasty articles as early as I 897 with 


the absurd assertion that although Germany was England's 
best customer, every Englishman would be better off if there 
were no Germany.The paper concluded its inflammatory 
article with a paraphrase of Cato's classic word on the eve 
ofthe Third Punic War (149-146 B.C.E.), in which the 
Romanscommittedgenocide against Carthage similar towhat 
Hammurapi had committed against Sumer noo B.C.E., an 
infamy of which the Hellenic Greeks would never have been 
capableThe English newspaper transformed Cato's word 
thus:ergo Germaniam esse delendam - therefore Germany 
must be destroyed (about the German-Englisheconomic 
relations before 1914 see especially R. J. S. Hoffman: Great 
Britain and German Trade Rivalry, New York, 1938, passim, 
and about the poverty of the Romanculture compared to the 
Greek one see Egon Friedell: "Kulturgeschichte 
Griechenlands", Vienna, 1937, passim) 


Who was actually right 


It was simply that the English imperialists had no 
reasonable grounds for their contention that the wise and 
experienced Lord Salisbury was in error in holding that 
England and her world empire weresufficiently secure1902 
under the protection of the system ofsplendid isolation, tried 
and tested for 80 yearsand that there was no reason for the 
conclusion of void and dangerousforeign alliances (see 
especially John Scanlon, Very Foreign Affairs, London, 1938, 
passim). There are equally few compelling reasons for 
claiming that in that relatively very stable decade from 1894 
to 1904, when there were no major crises in Europe such as 
those that arose, hardly that EnglandEurope the crazy alliance 
policyshe had begun in Asia (Anglo-Japanesealliance 1902- 
1922), in that period, then, the Franco-Russian alliance ( 1 
8941917) was a disruptive factorAll the factsexactly the 
opposite was the case. 

In summary, one canapplyto thealliance policy carelessly 
initiated in Europeby English imperialists 1 904word that is 


said to have been coined exactly a hundred years earlier by 
Talleyrand (some also call it Fouche) when Napoleonhadhis 
political opponent, the Duke of Enghien, captured in 
Germany in 1804, carried off to France, and murdered there 
in cold blood: C'est pire qu'un crime, c'est une faute (This is 
worse than a crime, it is a mistake). Itmost likely 
correspondedas convincinglyEngland's true interestsas did 
Lord Salisburyduring his last term of office from 1895 to 
1902, and it immediately evolved into a threat to Western 
civilization as a whole, a threat that persists whether 
presented by England, the United States, or the Soviet Union 
when onetakes stock of this blind 20th century year by year 
since 1 904. If the year 1815 markshistorical sense the 
beginning of the 19th century and the year 19 14 its end, then 
there is some overlap with the blind 20th century, which 
begins in 1904 at the same time asthe eminent English lawyer 
and amateur historian F. J. P. Veale has called the "advance 
to barbarism" (cAdvance to Barbarism both in its original 
edition of 1 948 in London and its later, much more 
comprehensive U.S. version, The Advance to Barbarism, 
Badger-Nielsen Press, Appleton/Wisconsin/USA, 1 9 57, 
passim; Francis Nielsen, a former friend of Winston 
Churchill and member of the House of Commons, renounced- 
his seat in Parliament: 9 1 5 out of distaste for the crimes 
committed by English imperialists, cf.especially his thought- 
provoking book How Diplomats Make War, Rindge/New 
Hampshire, 1958, passimand especially his superb World 
War II diary The Tragedy of Europe, 5 volsAppleton/- 
Wisconsin/USA, 194%46, introduced by the always brilliant 
president of the University of Chicago, Robert Maynard 
Hutchins; the compelling thesis running through all five 
volumes is that throughout the tragicperiod 1939-1945 Hitler 
was right and the British imperialists - as usual - wrong). 

It should therefore be clear even to the most simple- 
minded that the continuation of the blind 20th century is 
nothing but the continuation by the imperialists and 
plutocratic oligarchs of the USA of the crimes and mistakes 
originally committed by the British imperialists. Is there any 


reason why Europe should wait until the year 2000 to put an 
end to this misfortune? The end of the blind century could 
and should come much sooner. 


Fourth chapter 


THE FALSE MYTH OF AN ANGEL-SAXON 
MASTER RACE 


The decisive year for England 1066 


story is vouched for that a colleague from the USA, who 
gave a guest lecture at Oxford University, was asked about 
the subject of the same and truthfullysaid: "The history of the 
USA", whereupon the next question was: "Yes, is there such 
a thing?"This typical Anglo-Norman brashness has infuriated 
foreigners ever since William the Conqueror, son of Norman 
DukeRobert the Devil and progenitor of all subsequent so- 
called kings of England, took England from its rightful king, 
Harald H, in October 1066latter had won an amazing victory 
over other North Sea invaders only a month earlier, but had 
had no time toprepare forthis new barbarian invasionThe vile 
tradition of medieval and modern England that began then 
has continued to this day without the slightest sign of hope of 
improvement 

The Normans who invaded England at that time were the 
descendants of Norwegian Vikings who only five generations 
earlier had terrorized Paris to such an extent thatdesperate 
rulers of France from a branch of the Carolingian dynasty- 
gavethemwhole of present-day Normandy, one of the most 
beautiful regions of FranceTheir descendants plunged 
England from the splendor of the Northumbrian Renaissance 
into the maelstrombarbarismThe fact that the invadershad 
adopteda crude form of the French language as their 
ownpreceding five generationsmade them no more French in 


folk terms than the predominantlyCeltic English, originally 
knownBritonsbecame Germanic by adopting the Saxon 
language, so decidedly superior to Gaelic(see above) 

U.S. historians are expected to stand in awe when English 
colleagues tell them that the year 1066 is a kind of midpoint 
in English history because half of thecountry's scientific 
achievementstook placebefore that date,otherhalfafterBut this 
seems almost trivial compared to the time spanscontemporary 
scientistsfacecountries like Iraq, EgyptGreece, or Italy, whose 
civilizations go back 3500 years farther than England 


The Sarajevo Shots 


That the ruling elite of contemporary England remained 
barbaric at the bottom of their hearts confirms their 
proverbial brashness. When Iworked at Berkeley University 
in Californial950s, George Guttridge, an English professor at 
Cambridge University, was reading English history there 
(because of the political setting and regional power struggles- 
the English Civil War ofi 7th century, Oxford is generally 
considered to representEngland'sroyal tradition, while 
Cambridge represents the republican one, 
assymbolizedespecially by the Puritan English dictator Oliver 
Cromwell). Gutt- ridge, at any rate, showedthe least 
inclination to cooperate of all 30 history professors on the 
faculty indistributing the curriculumFor years he insisted on- 
givingabsurdly specialized lectures on single aspects ofI 8th 
centuryEnglish historyThe only exception was that he agreed 
togivegeneral lecture over the course of two semesters,was 
tosurvey English history up to the outbreak of the First World 
War of 1914, which at that time had already occurred some 
AO years earlierWhen I once asked him in amazement how he 
came to cut his lecture in time to such an extent, he remarked 
eloquently and loftily that the events since I 9 I 4 were 
decidedly not history but - at least in his opinion - ongoing 
events.I then asked him whom heconsideredthe real father of 
historical scienceHe could not answer other than: the great 


Ionian-Greek historian of the 5th century B.C. Thucydides I 
asked him further, to which percentage approximately the 
most outstanding writings of Thucydides deal with events, 
which lay more than 40 years back. The answer came 
hesitantly and with a blush (which is always embarrassing for 
Englishmen, as flippant as they may be), because Guttridge 
had of course noticed what I was getting at: no more than 2% 
of the subjects dealt with by Thucydides were older than 40 
years at the moment they were described. But even this 
interlude could not change his final decisionnot tohis survey 
of English history beyond 28.June 28, 1914(on that day the 
Habsburg heir to the — throneArchduke Franz 
Ferdinand,wasassassinated together with his wife by Gav- 
rilo Princip, the member of the wide-rangingSerbian terrorist 
organizationCrna Ruka - Black Hand - on the soil of the 
Austro-Hungarian monarchytrainedBelgrade's Topeider Park 
by professional Serbian officers with the full knowledge of 
the Serbian Prime MinisterPasiC; PrinCip wasseized onspot, 
but never executed, because he was a minor and therefore, 
according to Habsburg law, the death penalty could not be 
carried out on him). 


World War II "made in London 


Finally, in the last phase of his survey of English history 
before 1914, Guttridge had to deal with the reaction of his 
favorite king, Edward VII (I say "favorite king" because this 
Edward was an outright libertine and Guttridge was the 
anonymous historical source for the famous pornographic 
novel Forever Amberinitial Restoration period after 1660 
under Charles II. set) to deal withbrutal murder of the entire 
ruling royal family of Serbia, the Obreno- vich, by the 
Karageorvich usurpers in I 903. Edward VII severed 
diplomaticrelations with Serbia for a full five years until 
1908, and the fact that during the reign of the foppish and 
foolish King George V, grandfather of the currently 
reigningElizabethII, the English Foreign Secretary Sir 


Edward Grey, after 1910, particularly congratulated Serbia 
for its crime against neighboring Austria-Hungary, where a 
large number of prominent royal officialshad been killedsince 
1910 by the same official Serbiangang of murderers, provides 
further evidence that World War I, like the subsequent 
Second, "made in London" (see "The Forced" op. cit. passim) 

Celtic English werereduced to slavesby the French- 
speakingVikingdefeatedthe brave and noble HaraldII at 
Hastings in 1066. The amateur historian and/or painter 
Winston Churchill (not particularly gifted as either this or 
that)his popularized historical account Hi- story of the 
English Speaking People (op. cit.) eloquently noted 
thatchoicebetween two bands of Viking invaders whose 
operationshadcasuallycoordinatedlong before by William the 
Conquerorheglad that the Celtic English were enslaved by the 
Normans and not by those coming directly from Scandinavia, 
because the former had been licked by French culture for at 
least five generations.Churchill, however, overlooks - as 
usual - what is important, namely: Why did the Celtic English 
with the higher Saxon culture and language acquired by them 
have to become the slaves of any Vikings at all? 

The history of Churchill quoted here was his last literary 
effort, his swan song, so to speak.But even with this he gives 
no answer to the really interesting and important questions, 
because this book is essentially the work of a court historian, 
written for the younglings of his (wine) mindChurchill would 
have thought it politically nefarious to consider the logical 
third possibility of a free Celtic Englandwith Saxon 
cultureThis possibility must be considered because everyone 
- Normans as well as Celtic English -had the impression 
during the first three hours of the Battle of Hastingsthat 
Harald II would win And he would have, if he had had only 
three more units of his famous "house- karls" in reserve. The 
- by the way very accurate - study of this one tactical mistake 
of Harald Il. apparently worked to Wellington's advantage, 
because at Waterloo, around sunset, when French, English 
and Hanoverians alike believed that Napoleonmiraculously 
succeeded once againrecapturingfortunes of warthat had 


accompanied him from 1793 to r808 and then deserted 
him,and his magnificent Imperial Guard, despite its heavy 
losses in its long and hitherto irresistible advance, was in the 
process of clearing the battlefield, because at thisdecisive 
momentIron Dukeforththe one relatively small elite unitfrom 
its entrenchment with the victorious cry: "Forward, people, 
they can't go on!", with the result that the counterattack 
caused a real panic among the Napoleonic Guard for the very 
first time. following endless night fromJune I8 to I9 1815 - 
after the arrival of Bliicher and his troops on the battlefield - 
not one of the guardsmencame toa single moment of rest, 
because all night long the Prussian horns incessantlyblewtheir 
famous signal of pursuit To face the fact after World War II 
that the continuation of a free Celtic England would have 
been the right choice would have meant for Churchill that 
real English history was a rat hole. And the utterly failed 
former chauvinist dictator would have rather died than admit 
that. Besides, Churchill never found excuses difficult since 
his childhood, when he had to deceive his crazy and sadistic 
parents just for the sake of survival, and thus fell into the path 
of a treacherous and very talented world lie master. 


The slave people of the English 


Here it must be noted the fact that Williamthe Conqueror's 
victory of 1066 meant centuries of inhuman and degrading 
slavery for the then miserable, demoralized masses of Celtic 
EnglishFor 296 years, from 1066 to 1362, or 12 generations - 
almost half more than the entire history of the United States - 
the Normans, who had adopted the French language, 
maintained a system of tyrannyIt determined, among other 
things, that only this French languagecould be usedall - 
(emphasis by author) English courts, which meant that the 
Celtic-Englishslaveshad been placedforever outside the lawIt 
must never be forgotten that the Norman lords 
neverunderwenta popularrefreshmentafter 1066that they were 
then a small minority of depraved warlords, as they are now 


one of plutocratic oligarchs and shifty bureaucratsIs it any 
wonder that Englishmen never developed any special 
capacity to appreciate or even enjoy freedomthat their slave 
existencewasworse and longer than that of the Russians under 
the Mongols from the I 3rd to the I 5th centuries, and that it 
forever distorted their national character (on the 
indolentEnglishman of our day, see especially the 
eminentEnglish sociologist Geoffrey GarerExploring Eng- 
lish Character, London, 1958, passim)? 

For all their talk about the year i066 as the center of their 
history, English historians always take special 
pleasurepointing outtheir U.S. colleaguesthe history of the 
English monarchy, with its 59 rulers, is far too fine, difficult 
and accessible only to a few initiates for our primitive 
brainsThis series of rulers begins with the Saxon king Egbert, 
who became the first monarch ruling over the whole of 
England in the year 827 AD, and reaches up to the present 
queen Elizabeth II from the house of Hanover The first 20 
rulers over the whole of England up to the year i066 were 
provided by the Saxon dynasty (if one also counts King Knut, 
who was married to a daughter of this house). Their 
homeland, as everyone knows, was Lower Saxony, 
today'sGerman statethemain part ofisthe old Kingdom of 
Hanoverlts ruling house came to the English throne in 1714 
with George I, and (including the present Queen)hasso far 
provided England with ten monarchs (and, it seems, will 
continue to do so as long as England remains a monarchy)- 
total, then, of 59monarchsruling over the whole of England- 
30, i.e. more than half, are of Saxonorigin. As convoluted as 
this history of the English monarchy may be, it appears 
simple when compared, for example, with the myriad of 
complex connectionsthe history of the religious institutions of 
the United States (see especially William W. Sweet The Story 
of Religion in America, 2nd revised edition, New York, 1950, 
passim). 


The myth of the USA crucible 


This really difficult subject hastemptedpapal historians of 
all nations, such as the great German historian Ludwig 
Pastor,not to mentiongreat Leopoldvon Ranke as the author 
of the history of the Roman popes in the 16th and 7th 
centuriestotreat it in detail, although the nearly 300 
popesRoman Catholic Church has hadwould truly provide 
them with enough materialWriting a history of the English 
monarchy isone of the easiest tasksa USA historian! can think 
offhand of the names of a dozen emeritus colleagueswould 
gladly write such a work (even in several volumes) if only 
one of our rich foundations like Rockefeller, Carnegie or 
Ford would commission them.But these foundations currently 
spend 90 percent of their funds for social science on works in 
which usually with more imagination than understanding the 
alleged achievements of elements, which certainly did not 
come to America with the Pilgrim Fatherslong and widely 
adulated in the USA. It is an irony hardly to be surpassed that 
Ford has found his place today alongside Rockefeiler and 
Carnegiesupporting non-white ethnic groupsand fighting 
whitesUSA, the land of a supposedethnicequality under the 
sign of a largely imaginary USAPluralismA. M. Schlesinger 
(the father, not the repulsive sondevotedhis lifeglorifying the 
infamous second Roosevelt) was absolutely right when he 
asserted in his famous lecture on U.S. intellectual history at 
Harvardthat the so-called U.S.A. "melting pot" has always 
been a myth based only on wishful thinking and that today it 
represents nothing more than a greasy tar potEverybody 
knows that Henry Ford sr., although finallydefeatedbasis of 
the unimaginable power of the USA Jewry, led in the 
twenties the courageous fight, which should break the 
monopoly of the mass media of the USA dominated by 
exactly these JewsTheLodgeB'nai B'rith (Brothers of Faith)- 
which appeared onthe Jewish side in this strugglewas 
founded in the USA in 1843. Its most important European 
branch was formed 1880 in Berlin. Its ultimate goal was to 
overthrow the government of the Czars. It was achieved in 


1917.The history of this Jewish lodge in the USA has two 
parts: the successful struggle from 1843 to 1893 to create the 
Jewish media monopoly in the USA, and then the equally 
successful struggle so far to defend it by all meansFord had to 
experience it before his death ( in 1947 at the age of 84) 
thatafter the end of the Second World Warhis daughter-in- 
lawEleanor put the entire rich means of the Ford Foundation 
of the USAexclusive disposalB’nai B'rith. This crucially 
important detail ispassed over with complete silence- 
otherwise very accurateFord biography of Alan Nevin's The 
Life of Henry Ford (2 vols., New York, 1963)where what F. 
J. P. Veale so aptly called the "curtain of 
silence"workedflawlessly in England and the USA.concept of 
the "Iron Curtain", which Churchill so fondly used (for the 
first time on March 5, 1946 at a speech in Westminster 
College, Fulton/USA)by no means invented or coinedlatter, 
contrary to a widespread legendadopted byalmost all popular 
reference worksAlready in his radio address of May 2, 1945, 
Count Schwerin von Krosigk, as Reich Foreign Minister 
ofthe Dénitz government, used this expression in the same 
sense as the Reich Propaganda MinisterDr. Goebbelsit even 
earlier inan address in the Breslau JahrhunderthalleThe real 
inventor of theterm, which was transferredfrom theatrical 
technology to political terminology and which is now 
indispensable to this terminology, seems to have been the 
National Socialist media scientist Wolfgang Hoepker, 
whousedit to illustratethe situationas ithad arisenwith brutal 
censorshipand barbaric cruelty in the rich Romanianprovince 
of Bessarabia after it had been occupied by the Soviets in 
June 1940, while Germany was still held back from its task of 
protecting European interests against Soviet aggression by 
the Anglo-American-French alliance in the West.Indeed, in 
the mid-20th century, it was not difficult to detect the 
presence ofreal tyranny: wherever FDR claimed true 
democracy prevailed, in the Soviet Union, the United States, 
or the British Empire. 


England Saxon period 


any case, it is equally easy tostudy and understandone of 
the simplest objects of historical science, the history of the 
English monarchyThe period of the 20 Saxon kings who 
ruled over all England spans 239 years, or nine generations, 
from 82 7 to 1066. England's entry into the realm of history 
and civilization occurred earlier, with the Roman invasion of 
the British Isles under Julius Caesars 5 BCEThe Roman 
period, in which England was one of many remote Roman 
colonies, lastedfor 500 years, or 20 generations, until the 
main Saxon invasion of 449, when iteasyrelativelysmall 
Saxon confederationtake over England, which had been 
abandoned by the Roman legionsThere occurred an 
interregnum of 378 years until the establishment of Saxon 
rule embracing all England under Edgar in 82 7, during 
which period England revertedthe principle of small 
principalitiescharacteristic ofthe highly primitive and 
backwardcountry in its early and prehistoric period until the 
invasion of Caesar in 5 5 B.C.E..However, since the Saxons- 
werethe dominant politicalforce in Englandfrom 449 to 1066, 
these whole 6I7 years or 29 generations in English history 
arecollectively called the Saxon period 

In the 8 8 years from I 066 to I I 54, when the mass 
murders of Celtic English by their barbarian masters came to 
an end, there were four purely Norman kings.Among them 
were also killed the Saxon historians who until thenhad 
writtentheir chronicles as an independent source of history 
with critical remarks about the despotic Norman 
establishment and their servilecourt historians But these once 
really informative chronicles lost their level almost 
immediately after the Normans established their rule in 
England in 1066. 

Under the Angevin dynasty, conditions becameeven worse, 
as far as that was at all possibleIn the veins of its rulers, of 
course, flowed the blood of Robert the Devil and William the 
Conqueror, as it stillin those of Elizabeth I] and her son 
Charles with the retarded chin, the current Prince of Wales 


(so named after the first non-English Celtic population of 
Britain, which the Normans destroyed). The new Norman 
rule, which lasted 245 years from 1154 to 1399, produced 
eight Angevin kings from Henry IJ to Richard II. Then the 
Englishmonarchy slowlyslippedinto chaos, with the Norm- 
suffering similar heavy defeats at the hands of the French as 
they had previously suffered at the hands of the Scots 


Jew-friendly dictator Cromwell 


It is quite characteristic of Anglo-Norman court history, 
the only kind of history taught to English children in public 
schools today, that such attested and widely known historical 
facts asNorman massacre of Jews in England intl 89 or finally 
the expulsion of all Jews from England in July 1290 are 
hardly mentionedwas not until the Puritanand Jew-friendly 
despotic dictator Oliver Cromwell allowed the Hebrews to 
settle permanently in England againHis cruel dictatorship 
lasted only nine years, from 1649 to 1658, considerably less 
than that of Hitler in GermanyThis despot, most hated and 
most feared throughout England's bloodthirsty history, 
insisted that his imbecileson Richard succeed himHe did, but 
for less than two years, from I 6 58 to I 660.Oliver Cromwell 
(1599-1658), who in the thirties of the seventeenth century 
had almost emigrated to Americasettleother Puritans from 
East AngliaMassachusetts Bayand who waspreventedonlyat 
the last momenta pendingproperty suit, had twenty years later 
achieved a monopoly of military and political power in 
England, although he probably never had more than two per 
cent of the English population really enthusiastically behind 
himHecouldhaveextendedhis_ terrible absolutist regime 
indefinitely, which was indeed always his dearest wish (see 
Hilaire Beloc,Oliver Cromwell, London 1931), had he 
appointed the capable General Monk as his successor instead 
of his idiot son. 


Monk, though a fanatical Puritan, wasso indignantat Oliver, 
and still more at Richard Cromwell's barbarous crueltyand 
stupidity, that hecarried outI660 THE restoration of the Stuart 
dynasty under Charles II. 

As widely known as Cromwell's legendary atrocities are, 
Puritan propaganda has lied much of it away. This is 
especially true of the mass murder of I,S million defenseless 
Irish civilians (sic!) in retaliationfor a local uprising that 
killed some parasiticEnglish landowners in Ireland(and not I 
AS THE Puritans lied). When Cromwellpromised clethe town 
of Drogheda, then the second largest in Irelandif it 
surrendered, and then, after the surrender, did not even spare 
women and children but killed them too in cold blood, he 
called it, with typical Puritan hypocrisy, "God's last mercy" 
(under which name the events of I 6 5 I passed into history).It 
cannot be surprising that the English Puritansfascinated and 
automatically attrathe aggressively fanatical European 
JewsCromwell gave them I 6 53 equal rights. But it goes 
without saying that Parliament reversed all the rights granted 
to the Jews by Cromwell no sooner than Charles II was - 
firmly seated on the English throneseven years later ( I 660). 
In France, too, the Jews were to lose again the rights which 
the Revolution of 1789 had given them, as Napoleon 
threatened the Great Jewish Council of Paris in 1807 if they 
continued to act as war profiteers instead of at last making 
serious efforts to become loyal citizens of France. The result 
of this threat by Napoleon was that many important Jews in 
France became English agents and worked with the 
Rothschilds for Napoleon's destructionThey couldnot forgive 
his famous public declaration of I 807: "These Jewish locusts 
are eating up my beloved France!" (Jewish historiansnot in 
the habit of leaving a good hair on Bonaparte's head; see 
especially Peter Geyl,Napoleon For and Against, New York, 
1949, a survey of the historiography of Napoleon I since his 
death of 1821 by an eminent Dutch historian).Nor can it 
besurprising that the Stuarts had Cromwell's body dug up, 
impaled, and quartered two years after his death 


A collection of royal scamps 


Another significant historical event which the English 
court historians conceal fromthose helplessly exposed tothem 
with the public education of England after 1 900bysweeping- 
carpet of historical observation (as they understand it), is the 
French landing expedition which culminated in the capture 
and occupation of Landan in May 1216.This historical fact 
does not fit into the mystical doctrine of the Anglo-Norman 
court historians that England, with the annihilation of its 
Saxon population by William the Conqueror in 1066,had 
become practically and forever impregnable and militarily 
invincible 

The English history of the I 5th century is characterized by 
chaos and anarchy, to say nothing of the frightening 
multitude of crimes such as that with which the Normans 
smothered in blood the Saxon peasant reform movement Wat 
Tyler during the last three years of the Angevin dynasty in 
the 80's of the 14th century, details of whichunfortunately 
lack space here. The house of Lancaster ( I 3 991461) 
produced three kings, the fourth, fifth and sixth Henry, to 
each of whom a drama by Shakespeare is dedicated. They 
were succeeded by the House of York, which in turnby the 
usurpers of the House of Tudor.In his so-called royal dramas, 
Shakespeare is not too particular about historical truth, so that 
in this respectfellthe truly inadvisablecompany of the court 
historians of his timeespecially truehis "Richard II," the last 
king of the House of York (besides Edward IV and V.|, 
whichruled Englandfrom I 46 I to I 48 5.Every professional 
historian knows that there is not the slightest proof for the 
absurd (and unfortunately also spread by Shakespeare) 
propaganda legend ofthe Tudors, that Richard IIIhad thetwo 
equally helplessand charming little princes basely murdered 
in the Tower of London, while  everythingspeaks 
forprobabilitythe Tudors themselvescommittedthis crime 

The five rulers of the House of Tudor (1485-1603) were 
three kings and two queens. Every relevant scholar knows 
that these fiverepresentedthe most disreputable collection of 


royal scoundrelsever exany time and in any country in 
recorded historyHenry VII was cruel, vindictive, mean and 
stingyHenry VIIJ was a_= royal world liar and 
hypocriterobbedhis subjects oftheir rightful property, an 
atheist who propounded perverse religious doctrines as in his 
illogical and prolix polemic against Martin Luther, which 
earned him the title " Defender of the Faith" still used today 
by Elizabeth II from a hopelessly depraved papacy, and a 
truly repulsive villain who murdered several of his wives in 
cold bloodis perhaps immensely significantthat he of all 
people became the origin of the degenerate, non-religious and 
hypocritical Anglican Church (C. S. Lewis knew what he was 
saying when he stated in his famous lecture at Cambridge 
University 9 55 that England had been living in the post- 
Christian era for a long time, perhaps since 1066, see 
especially the self-biography by C. S. Lewis Surprised by 
Joy, London 1959). Henry VIII died of a venereal disease 
contracted at an early age. His only son, Edward VI, to whom 
he had bequeathed his disgusting disease, died just six years 
after his father's death, without having accomplished 
anything good or bad. Then came the "bloody Mary" Tudor, 
Henry VIII's daughter from his first marriage.Getting rid of 
her mother, Catherine, was, as everyoneknows, the reason for 
Henry VIII's Henry VIII's break with the Roman Church. 
Under his pro-Catholic daughter Mary, whomarriedto a 
Habsburg prince, later King Philip II of Spain (as successor- 
CharlesI, who was also German emperor as Charles V|, the 
dream of a permanent English-Spanish-Catholic alliance and 
thus a return of Englandcouldhavebecome truth.Henry VIII's 
so-called "Reformation" had been too superficial to bring 
about a fundamental break from Catholicism. But Mary died 
- after only five years of reign - in 1558, only eleven years 
after the death of her repulsive father. 


No state can be made with England's queens either 


We have alreadyElizabeth I, the last representative of the 


royal house ofTudor, in various contexts (see above and also 
Wallace MacCaf- freyElizabeth I, 3 vols, op. cit., 
passim).Although a nasty, vicious, and extremely lecherous 
woman who constantlymadeungodlyspeeches of the vilest 
kind imaginable, she was at least, though anything but an 
intellectual,less mentally retarded thanHenry VIII'sother two 
successorsThat her mother Anna Boleynconstantly cheated 
onrepulsively fat, ugly and physically handicapped Henry 
VII before and during their short marriage is common 
knowledgethe reason why she was publicly beheaded as one 
of Henry VIII's wives. It is well known that Elizabeth I was 
the pathological case of a person seeking compensation for 
her own innumerable shortcomings in a senseless political 
absolutism, such as that later practiced by Louis XIV. It is 
also known that she was the inventor of the concentration 
camp system ofworkhouses, which, despite its 
inhumanconditionsabolished as an institution in England only 
in the 19th century under the reignof Queen Victoria, about 
whose unbearably long and terrible64 years of reign we have 
already dThe fact that Elizabeth I is still fashionable in 
England today as the legendary "Queen Bess" and that she, 
who financed, revered andloved(truly not merely 
platonically)romantic though cutthroat English 
piratesalsoenjoysan incredibly sentimentaland unrealistic 
reputationthe U.S.shouldgivesome idea ofbottomlessly low 
level at which the entire ghastly history of the English 
monarchy has moved since 1066 


They chased away the only decent one 


William of Orange, governor of the Netherlands, declared 
himself ready to serve England as monarch in 1688 as the 
husband of Mary Stuart, daughter of the dethroned James 
IIbut he hated and despised the English all his lifeHis 
decision was due to a desire to get his hands on England's 
aids in destroying Louis XIV, whobeen his constant 
enemysince the French invasion of Holland in 1672. His and 


Mary's daughter Anne, the last Stuart before the House of 
Hanover succeeded her in 1714, was a hopeless dimwit. The 
early Stuarts, beginning in 1603 with James I, were - with the 
sole exception of the deceitful and politically mobile Charles 
II (1660- 1 68 51 - extraordinarily unpopular in England.This 
was also true of the first Hanoverians, especially George I 
and George I, both of whom were coarse and stupidand 
especially of George III, who spent about half of his later life 
in mental derangement, but whom Lord Bolingbroke was 
neverthelessable to givea certain temporary popularitya 
time(see above |, which was also accomplished in France by 
Cardinal Fleury for Louis XV, who - in contrast to the 
Hanoveriansextraordinarily intelligentThe only monarch of 
the House of Hanover whocombinedindispensable royal traits 
of an impeccable personality and a decent family life with the 
at least average intelligence requiredto perceive the 
advantages of a first-class education offered toan heir to the 
thronewas Edward VIII (see above.) His reign was, of course, 
limited to the calendar year 1936, because the enraged 
Anglo-Norman establishment almost immediately chased him 
from the throne and sent him into exile a few years later to 
the Bahama Islands, which "Eddy," who used to be so fond of 
world travel, did not like at all. This is involuntarily 
reminiscentNapoleon's exile to St. Helenal 8 15. In Spengler's 
sense, the analogy may betakenas an occasion for some 
possibly thorough reflection on the methodology and purpose 
of English history. 

In short, if Freeman's dogmatic nonsense of a Germanic 
Anglo-Saxon master race is as repulsivelyillusory a myth as 
that of an English King Arthur, then the idea of a supposedly 
excellent and highly civilized English monarchy after 1066 
represents a doubly contemptible myth, as far removed from 
the real historical facts as is at all possible 

Fifth chapter 


ENGLAND'S FIRST GREAT, GLOBAL 
: WORLD WAR NO. i 


"Operation Keelhaul." 


The British sack of Beijing in i860 was a monstrous 
atrocity. It horrified as a crime against peace and against 
humanity in its dimensionswhich went far beyond what the 
Japanese did in Nanking in 1937 

It is truly an irony of the history of this 20th century that 
the establishment in London has forgiven neither Wilhelm II 
and Hitler personally nor the German peopleawhole for the 
two world wars, although it is a fact that these two 
warsultimate aim ofwas given byinsane demand of official 
England that Germany should not be allowed totakeher place 
as a great nation in modern civilizationbrought aboutalmost 
exclusively by Machiavellianmachinations of EnglandAnd 
even for the inevitable decline of English imperialism, which 
these wars largely acceleratedthe English to this day 
perverselyGermany, which after allthe defeated party and the 
first victimboth casesNo less perverse, admittedly in exactly 
the opposite directionis the official German reaction to this in 
Bonn, Pankow and ViennaEspecially since the establishment 
of the North American-West Germanpuppet state in 1949, 
one can hear there that the Alliesa great and noble servicethe 
German people by smashing its society,eliminatingleaders as 
criminalsleavingtens of thousands of its prisonersdie of 
hunger long after the cessation of hostilitiesinflicting the 
same fate on hundreds of thousands of elderly people and 
children through the English starvation blockade during and 
after World War I, andslaughteringhundreds of thousands 
more innocentciviliansWorld War IIdiabolical plan of so- 
called saturation bombing of German citiesdevised by Lord 
Cherwell (Lindeman) and carried out by Churchill, that 
treacherous, barbaric, and so often drunken English dictator 
to whomhis bloodthirsty predecessor Oliver Cromwell almost 
seems like a saintcompared.The culmination of this campaign 
of extermination against the German people was England's 
eagerassistance inI945,givenalmost sadistic 
pleasuredepopulation of further German territories since time 
immemorial and the delivery of as many as possible of the 


millions of helpless refugees of all nationalities to the 
notorious mass murderer Josef StalinJulius Epstein, in his 
bookOperation Keel- haul (New York, 1972, passim)has- 
conclusively demonstrated how the British and US. 
barbarians accelerated their program ofdelivering to Stalin- 
five million Europeans who had sought refuge with them 
from the advancing Soviet hordesHe killed them all because 
theyhad let themselvesconvinced I 943 that it was Stalin who 
had had the I 5 000 Polish officers who had been Soviet 
prisoners of war since 1939 murdered in cold blood in the 
Katyn forest near Smolensk and in other camps.Even the fact 
that Roosevelt was personally excited and delighted by the 
audacity with which his friend Stalin had carried out this 
premeditated mass murder of the most valuable elements of 
the Polish 

Anglo-Americanallies had carried outoperation in no way 
diminishes England's responsibility for its highly zealous 
participation in Roosevelt'Operation Keelhaul (keelhaul used 
to be the Anglo-Saxon navyterm for a barbaric punishment to 
be inflictedsailorsdelinquent was dragged under the ship 
through the water, which, of course, rarely anyone survived; 
the Anglo-AmericanOperation Keelhaul also had _ this 
meaning). 


Unpopular West Germany 


None of what is presented here is new. And no one who is 
even moderately literate can claim to have heard of it here for 
the first time, for all these atrocities, along with countless 
other Allied atrocities, have been publishedad nauseam for 
decades in dozens of modern languages.If the Bonn 
establishment even todayhas not onlywith the misdeeds of the 
victors in the Second World War, but is striving along with 
them to deny, cover up or downplay them, as unfortunately 
seems to be the case, this can only be explained by the fact 
that its membersmeantime sunk to the same low moral level 
as the victors And the fact that the whole world knows this 


seems to give them even more satisfaction, although West 
Germany is by far the most unpopular country in the world in 
these eighties. 

I remember well a press conference I gave in 1964- 
Heidelberg.Previously, Prof. Dr. von Albertini, head of the 
once respected Historical Seminar of theUniversity of 
Heidelberg (respected, at any rate, as my close personal 
friend, Prof. Dr.Ralph Hasswell Lutz, former director of the 
Hoover InstituteStanford University, which post only his 
present successor Campbell has held longer than he, did his- 
Heidelberg during the Moroccan crisis of 1911-12),- 
exclaimedresponse tothesis advanced in my 1961 book, The 
Forced War (op. cit.),World War II was >>made in England," 
"Thank God England declared war on Germany! Albertini's 
thesis was that 30 million dead had been a cheap price to pay 
for dealing with Hitler in English fashion, and that decent 
Germans would be eternally grateful to England 
forrepeatedly wreaking carnageamong the German peoplelIn 
any case, two of Albertini's creatures, members ofhis 
historical seminar,appearedinsolent and maliciousas they 
were uninvited with the unmistakable intention of disrupting 
my press conferenceusual nasty West German propaganda 
technique of deliberatelymisrepresentingto my audience the 
sources I had usedThey were those I had cited todocumentary 
evidenceHalifax-Chamberlain's public switch from a secret 
toofficial war policy against Germany on March 17, 1937, the 
day of Chamberlain's high-sounding 
speechBirminghamwhich Halifax had written to him at the 
last momentIn the course of arguing about their foolish 
assertions, they became personally insulting and _foul- 
mouthed,usinggutter language recently common at West 
German universities 


Germany, no threat to England 


I well remember the effect that the appearance in 1952 of 
the single historical account Great Britain and the German 


Navy by E. L. Woodwardon at least a large number of 
sensitive professional historians.Woodward, as is well 
known, was the chief editor of the various multi-volume 
series of booksthe post-World War II Documents on British 
Foreign Policy.Woodward stated in his book on the naval 
question that from the first beginnings of a serious German 
navy (such a merchant nexisted for generations) in 1897 until 
the British attack on Germany in 1914, the German navy 
never, even for a single moment,hada real military threat to 
England, and most likely never a major challenge to 
England's pre-1914 world naval supremacy, and that an 
official government spokesman like Winston Churchill, 
whoclaimed otherwise inthe pre-1914 periodmust be a 
pathological liar 

Although in retrospect it seems that Woodward was merely 
cautiously proving an obvious thesis,so pervasive and 
extensiveEnglish lies on the naval question, especiallyregard 
to Germanythe revelation by an eminent English court 
historian (which heproved tohis subsequent volumeBritish 
Foreign Policy, 1919-1939, London, 1965) of English 
propaganda on the naval question consisting entirely of vile 
lies came as a shock. Nevertheless, for no one who had 
examined, as I had, the constant lies of all the British Blue 
Books (the documented edited compilation of the permanent 
British Foreign Office), was there any convincing reason or 
excuse for being astonished by Woodward's revelations on 
the naval question. Perhaps Woodward achieved this effect 
bycutting offany further serious discussion of the subjectin 
any sense other than his own bystunning conclusionThe 
effect was quite similar to thatvouchsafedearlier (I was then a 
three-year-old) by Lord Ponsonby with his bookFalsehood in 
Wartime (London, 1926). That official English propaganda 
had long been more mendacious than that of any other 
country had long been known, butthe skillful way in which 
Ponsonby, as a member of the English Parliament, compiled 
and examined this black list of English political misdeeds 
was indeed terrible and disturbing 

However, perhaps the most compelling analogy in the 


Spenglersense for illuminating the impact that the Woodward 
work on the origins of World War I had would bethe earlier 
influence on research on the origins of World War II by the 
amazing book by Sidney B. RogersonPropaganda in the 
Next War (published by the highly respected London 
publisherGeoffrey Bles, London 1938), when viewed from 
the perspective of the early postwar period of 1945/1946I was 
working onmy post-doctoralwork at Harvard University at 
the timehaving received an honorable discharge from the 
U.S. Army for service injury in July 1944 and having 
graduated from Stanford University with my A.B(Artium 
Baccalaureus = Bachelor of Arts, lowest academic degree in 
the U.S.). At the same time I had a half-time position with 
theSargent Handbook of _ Private Schools - 
project(Boston/Mass., 1914ff.). Project director was the great 
Porter Sargent sr. Among his 30 books was the epochal 
Getting U.S. into War dealing with predominantly British 
responsibility for World War II (i. edition Boston/USA, April 
1941).This —_thick-bodied work gave Roosevelt's 
opponentssuch as Senator for Wisconsin Bob LaFollette, Jr, 
who had the same attitude but less inner strength as his 
famous father"Fighting Bob," ample political ammunition 
with which they could have ended Roosevelt's terrible 
political career once and for all had it not been for the 
incredible stupidity of the Japanesebiting at the baitlaid by 
Rooseveltat Pearl Harbor without warning Hitler after 
Roosevelt had committed an act of aggression against Japan 
with his blockade in July 1941 
"The wind of freedom blows" 


When Rogerson's book came out in 1938, Sargent was 
traveling in Germany. He was accompanied by his younger 
son, who had justfinishedan eight-year thesis in Germany on 
the geographical history of the Weser ValleyAfter the two 
had visited Vienna, Munich, Berlin, Harnburg, and other 
German citiesthe father stopped in London on his way back 
to the United States, which was only natural since 
hespentfifteen full years of his life under the Union Jack in 


various parts of the BritishEmpireafter completing his post- 
doctoral thesis at Harvard University1896 And it was here in 
London that Sargent bought the first copy of the Rogerson 
book in 1938.He later purchased hundreds’ of 
themdistributeBut every copy hegave toHarvard's - 
magnificent Widener Library disappeared withindays due to a 
private censorship campaigncarried out by the Anglo-North 
American imperialist lobby (similar toAnti-Defamation 
League of the B'nai B'rith) throughout the United States (see 
above). 

Sargent, who was similarly impressed by his 1938 trip to 
Germany as he was by Rogerson's book, with his old friend 
Maleolm Cowley, the editor of the respected liberal USA 
magazineThe New Republic (see especially James J. Martin - 
The American Liberals and World Politics, 19311941,2 vols., 
New York, 1965)afterreturn to his home in 
Brookline/Massachusetts (where I later visited him during the 
semester break)This book on American liberals and world 
politics in the 1930s was considered so significant that 
immediately after its publication itslated in the pages of the 
prestigious New York7imes Book Review Magazine by no 
less an intellectualslave to Roosevelt than A. M. Schlesinger, 
Jr. (see above)(on the high-sounding propaganda of the New 
York Times, see especially DinsmoreAll the News That Fits, 
New York, 1969). Dinsmore, who was one of the editors of 
this USA world paper for 25 years, obviously referred with 
the title of this book to the motto of the New York Times: "All 
the News that's Fit to Print!" (All the news that's fit to print). 
Other sloganshavealsohad to put up with being altered or 
even misused, such as that of Stanford University, a word of 
the great humanist of thecentury/6., Ulrich von Hutten: "The 
wind of freedom blows!", or that - equally official - of 
Harvard University:Veritas! (Truth!) of St. Augustine. I 
wonder why no university or other significant institution of 
intellectual life has yet come up with the idea ofas its 
ownmotto of the great scholasticphilosopher and theologian 
John Eriguena:Omnes sunt lumina! (All are luminaries). 
John, who as an Irishmannicknamed Scotus because of his 


missionary workScotland in the century9., proved his skill in 
the great theologicaldebate he had with the German 
scholastic monk Gottschalk.Although the latter was decidedly 
more conservative than John, he was condemned as a heretic, 
while his radical opponent received honors from the pope 


Amazing predictions 


Returning to the 1938 reunion of Sargent and Cowley, the 
enthusiastic Germany traveler offered the magazine editor an 
article comparingtwo Germany trips he considered his most 
important, those of 1 293 and 1 93 8.Cowley immediately 
agreed and took personal responsibility for the publication of 
this article, reminding Sargent how many dazzling articles the 
latter had already written for his journal at his request. Under 
this assurance, Sargent sat down that same night and wrote 
his article, to which he gave the title,”7 Heard the People 
Singing!" (I Heard the People Singing). He contrastedthe 
miserable, degraded, starving Germany of /932 with the 
proud, confident and reconciliatory Germany of 1938 - it 
was, after all, Schuschnigg and Benesch who, in the same 
year of 1938, caused the Austrian crisis, the other the Sudeten 
crisis (see "The Forced War," op. cit., ch. 5, passim). In the 
morning he sent this report on an expert traveler's view of the 
Germany of 1938 to Cowley. A few days laterhe received 
word from the latter that he hadbeen putsuch intense 
pressure, including the wildest personal threats"New 
Republic" would have to reject a Sargent articlethe first time 

Since Rogerson was a prominent member of British 
military intelligence (see A. P. Scotland: The London Cage, - 
London, 1958, passim), Sargent's interest in his 1938 book 
was not solely due to the astonishingly accurate predictions- 
made in his book, the absolute accuracy of which, after all, 
only became apparent in the course of World War II. 

1. War broke out the next year over the Polish question, 
after a German-Soviet pact had been concluded. 

2. France's loss of balance and its rapid defeat. 


3. Stalin's provocation of Hitler and his preventive war. 

4. Most fascinating: Roosevelt's success ininducingJapana 
preemptive strike after the German-Sovietwar broke out, 
which gave Roosevelt the opportunity to interveneEurope 
with almost all his forces 

When Sargentreadthe Rogerson book at his London clubin 
late 1[938immediately clear to him that the author's 
predictions for the rapidly approaching and inevitablewar - 
inevitable because the English imperialists, most of whose 
leaders Sargent knew personally, wanted it badly - were by 
far the most plausibleand convincing thing Sargent had yet 
found in the body of relevant worksThis interest, which 
Sargentliked to call his "simian curiosity,"leads him primarily 
to RogersonIt will surprise no one to learn that the Rogerson 
book is not available in a single U.S. public library, 32 years 
after Sargentthousands of copies of the bookthese libraries! 9 
5 I diedsuddenly and completely unexpectedly as a hitherto 
perfectly healthy man during a minor surgicalprocedure 


Sacrilege at Harvard 


His "monkey-like curiosity" about the "Far West" of the 
USA had prompted Porter Sargent in his youth to accept the 
position of high school teacher in San Bernardino/California 
for a year. Harvard President Eliot was also curious about the 
"Far West" and stopped briefly in San Bernardino on his first 
railroad trip to Los Angeles. Although Porter Sargent hadnot 
yet completedhis advanced studies at Harvard, which 
wereonly beginning! 892, he was the most respected 
academic in the place and thus chairman of the reception 
committee for Eliot. As such, he casually remarked to the 
prominent guest that he would be studying at Harvard 
beginning next fall, newsEliot did not seem particularly 
inclined to take note.That next fall, on a brilliantly beautiful 
day that made the autumn leaves of the trees glow golden and 
red, President Eliot found himself on his morningmeditation 
walk in Harvard's park, roughly between the mythical statue 


of an alleged John Harvard (q.v.) and the more realistic 
likenesscreatedby a French artist of the famous French 
historian Franc;ois Guizot, whobeen foreign minister and 
prime minister under King Louis-PhilippeThis was in the 
later yearsEliot'stenureas Harvard president from 1865 to 
1909, and at that time his morning meditation walk was as 
sacrosanct a tradition for HarvardImmanuel Kant's afternoon 
walksused to be for K6nigsbergFor all those years, no one 
would have dared interrupt them. Sargent, however, suddenly 
appeared at Eliot's side, slapped him warmly on the shoulder 
with his usual energy, accompanied him on his walk for a full 
20 minutes, and explained his plans for studying at the 
university. Eliot - like the easily excitable President Andrew 
Jackson, who ruled the United States a century and a half 
ago, and whom a Marine cadetonce pinched amicably on the 
nose - was simply too surprised to object to anything This 
Sar- gent could not be intimidated by anyone at any time in 
his search for truth. He was the last of the great intellectual 
virtuosos of the United States who could entertain at his table 
professors from the various faculties of Yale, Harvard, and 
Princeton and discuss with them specific scientific problems 
on an equal basis. Joseph P. Kennedy, the father of the 
assassinated U.S. President John F. Kennedy, once told a 
group of Harvard students that heconsideredhis personal 
friend Porter Sargent to be the most dazzling intellectual in 
the world of Anglo-American science That was when 
Kennedy served for many years as 

Ambassador to England, the most important U.S. diplomatic 
post, from which he was recalled at the insistence of Eleanor 
Roosevelt. Sargent died in 1951 literally as an intellectual 
front-line soldier in the fight against the propaganda poison 
of Roosevelt and his epigones, a poison heregardedseriously 
as a threat to the survival of Western civilization and to his 
own goals, which, though he never stated them so clearly, are 
quite obviouslyaccordwith the conclusions ofthis book. There 
are many excellent expositions of Sargent's ideas, but none 
better than his great work of autobiographical poetrySpoils 
from a Crowded Life (Boston/Mass., 1946). 


Brainwashing for students 


This brings us back to the Woodward book that was the 
occasion for our Rogerson analogy. Ifnavalrivalrywas not a 
real cause of war, what was the real English motive for the 
desperate attempt, since Salisbury's resignation in the year- 
prepare for and unleashWorld War /902,I with the terrifying 
ultimate aim of destroyingboth the Russian Empire of the 
Romanovs and the German Empire of the Hohenzollerns? 
We have already seen that theSaturday Review's claimthat - 
German trade competition had harmed England was an 
unfounded myth and that, on the contrary, Germany, as 
England's best customer by far,had contributedenormously's 
economic prosperitythe years before 1914If, then, neither the 
military nor the economic security of England was 
threatened, what could have been the decisivereason for 
political leaders from the Tories to the Liberals to strive 
restlesslydestroy and bury Bismarck's Germany 


Salisbury had explained with all patience that in the case of 
a reasonable English objective, namely, the preservation of 
the British Empire as it stood in 1900, when most of the so- 
called empty or weakly defended lands of the globe had been 
taken, and one lived with powerful, friendly nations like 
France, Germany and the United States, nations which, out of 
their innermost convictions, wished the British Empire no ill, 
it would be futile and useless to cultivate special political 
alliances in the manner of the European continental states, 
one breathing down the other's neck with long land borders. 
Warfareuntil 1914 was essentially two-dimensional: on land 
and at sea.And in the years from 1900 to 1914, England had a 
monopoly at sea the likes of which no one had ever had 
before, and certainly not today, when there is an 
approximatebalance of power in the uneasy context of a "cold 
war" that is more apparent than real, because the supposedly 
deadly serious rivalry between the U.S. and the USSR is just 
a high-soundingcold war myth.As far as land warfare of those 


days was concerned, England, having only maritime borders, 
couldafford to be very lax in this regard, maintaining only 
highly specialized mobile unitsspread terrorthe classic style 
of so-called Athenian warfarewhen neededsee especially 
Thomas Callander:The Athenian Empire and the British, 
London, 1959, passim). 

It would be all too simple and, moreover, a mistake to 
claim that there wasno conclusive answer tothe question 
examined here as to why Englandworkedso single-mindedly 
toward Germany's destructionOn the contrary, some 
outstanding scholarsnow deceased, knewthe answer very well 
and expressed it just as accuratelyThey include Porter Sar- 
gent, Sidney Bradshaw Fay, William Leonard Langer, Ralph 
Hasswell Lutz, all of whom I have mentioned beforeand 
Charles McKinley, a former president of the American 
Political Science Association and my favorite professor 
during my first semesters at Reed College.This U.S. teaching 
institutionsupplied Oxford UniversityEnglandhighest 
percentage of so-called Rhodes ScholarsA close friend of our 
circle of revisionists at Reed College, Lee Hosford, turned 
down such a scholarship because henot want to be 
brainwashedby the London establishmentThis brainwashing, 
as is well known, was the intention of the Tory imperialist 
Cecil Rhodes in the scholarship named after him, as is 
already evident from the fact that the scholarship recipients 
were selected primarily from among the students of Germany 
and the United States, asso brilliantly describedThomas 
Wolfe, the greatest North American storyteller of the 20th 
century, in his novelWeb and the Rock.Among the answer- 
finders I must mention as last, but certainly not least, the 
greatest teacher I have ever had, anywhere, Professor Dr. Rex 
Arragon Together with his and with my wife he is one of the 
three people to whom this book has been dedicated. When he 
habilitated in 1923 (the year I was born), at Harvard as one of 
the most dazzling studentsever to graduate fromthat famous 
universityhe built up the great Department of History at Reed 
College with the intellectual activity that still characterizes 
him todayHe, like his previously mentioned colleagues, 


already deceased, found the answer to what is supposed to be 
a terribly difficult question, but is in fact a very simplelt is, in 
short, that Englandbrought abouttotally unnecessary war of 
1914 because of the prestige of the mythical and non-existent 
Germanic Anglo-Saxonmaster race (see above, especially Ian 
Colvin on English obduracy) 

Two very different speeches 


I owe Rex Arragon an indescribable debt of gratitude since 
1936 when I babysat his children while he and his wife 
attended to their social obligations. next year he got me my 
first paid position at a teaching institution in the U.S.,to 
correctall the cartographicexam papers at Reed College, 
because I was early in the field of cartographyand scientific 
geography (both physical and cultural) I also held my first 
teaching position in the field of meteorological geography at 
Reed College until I resigned it in February 1943 as a protest 
against Roosevelt's policy of unconditional surrender of 
Casablanca. This, of course, cost me my position as an 
instructor in theU.S. Army'sadvanced training programfor 
students and thus automatic deferment from military service 
during World War III therefore applied forsame kind of 
(unarmed) alternative service in the U.S. Armyhad been 
granted to the famous Hollywood film actor Lew Ayres, 
portrayer of Paul Baumer in the Hollywood film based on 
Remarque's "Nothing New in the West,"which of course was 
initially rejected,so that I had to do eleven months of forced 
labor in the political concentration camps that the USA had 
set up in Elk- ton/Oregon and Mancos/Colorado during the 
Second World War, until my application was_ finally 
approvedto the base of the 12thfor substitute servicePanzer 
DivisionCamp Barkeley near Abilene, Texas 

Although Rex himselfwould not express a view in 
whatever senseon so personalmatter, I would like to think 
that, knowing my always frankly expressed opinions on 
historical subjectsmay have been thinking of me personally 
when, on a grave and memorable occasion,addressed his 
words, so famous since then, to the Reed College academic 


communityAt that particular morning event at Reed College 
onDecember 1 I 941 , Rex was addressed by former Rhodes 
Scholar and distinguishedReed Collegepolitical scientist, 
author of the world-famous work Peacemaking at Paris, 1919 
(New York, 1935), George Ber- nard Noble, who 
laterbecameofficial chief historian of the U.S. State 
Departmentand as such had the questionable task ofcensoring 
and making disappearmany of the original documents of 
the1945Yalta Conference 

Noble, who had been wounded by a shell during a vacation 
in England in 1915 when a German cruiser fired on the North 
Sea coast, made the kind of speech on that occasion that 
everyone expected from him (I heard his lectureon foreign 
relationsas a student at the time)He unloaded all his venom 
and hatred on the Germans, for which he was known, and 
proclaimed that it was the duty of civilized humanityensure 
this time that there would never againbe political 
independencethemThey would have to bepressed downinto 
permanent political slavery, which they richly deserved He 
even claimed that the Japanese, with their war-initiating 
attack, that of Pearl Har- bor, which had taken place only four 
days before, were the victims misled by Hitler's diplomatic 
deception. That Noble was terribly upset by his tirades could 
be seen from the fact that he, who was normally remarkably 
pale, turned as red as a sheet. 

Rex stepped to the lectern with accentuated composure and 
began with a remark that everyone who knew him had 
expected. We are, he said, members of an academic 
institution and not of some booze-and-bash clubon the 
frontierHe then set forth with pedantic care what he 
considered to be the recent outstanding achievements of 
Germany, Italy and Japanfor the civilization of the world, 
devoting i 5 minutes of his address to each of the three great 
Axis countries.He reminded his listeners that wars never last 
forever, that today's enemies were very often yesterday's or 
tomorrow's friends, and that he personally would be greatly 
disappointed in any student or students whowould allow 
theevents of the past weekaffectleast their attitude toward 


Germany in particular He took no notice at all of the remarks 
of his colleague Noble, who seemed to be getting too hot for 
his front-row seat, and concluded with a good wish that as 
many of us as possible might one day enjoy pleasant 
vacations in Germany, Italy, or Japan, preferably in all three 
countries. As is customary at academic events at Reed, where 
expressions of | sympathy, both positive and 
negativeconsidered inappropriate, vulgar and provocative, the 
remarks of both speakers were received with polite silence 
On my way out, I was approached by a fellow student who, 
like everyone else at Reed, had long known about my 
friendly attitude toward Germany in general and the Hitler 
regime in particular. She asked somewhat pointedly, though 
without any personal animosity, "What are you going to do 
now?"T replied, "I will continue to search for historical truth 
with due detachment and on my own, as should be the rule 
for any scholar (special note: the excellent and very 
sophisticated Reed College student newspaper was called7he 
Quest-"The Quest"). 

Rex Arragon's message had reached me, as usual, at just 
the right moment and to the right extent. 

Japan learns imperialist poker 


not muchleft for ussay inthis chapter about the perfidy 
typical of England and her highly official imperialismin the 
organization of the First World War We have seen that it was 
done for no compelling reason, but only for an imaginary 
one: because of the worldwide prestige of a Germanic-Anglo- 
Saxon master race that did not exist at all. And England then 
waged it with savage force, unscrupulousdeceit, and utter 
disregard for international law and the elementary laws of 
decencyIn fact, England 1 9 1 4 returned to the appallingly low 
level of Robert the Devil and William the Conqueror, from 
which mud bath official England has not emerged to our own 
day. We have now onlyrecord all the appalling crimes which 
Englandcommitted in the 17 years from 1902 to1919. 

I 863, the English had ignited the Meiji Restoration of 
1868 with their raid on the city of Kagoshima in 


southwestern Japan (in retaliation for the alleged murder of 
an Englishman), reducing the city to rubble and causing a 
bloodbath among the leading class, from which a new, 
modern and thoroughly imperialistic Japan emerged.This new 
Japan was determined not only to escape genocide at the 
hands of the English, as the latterhad successfully perpetrated 
on the Maorisin neighboring New Zealand in_ the 
1940sbutreturn tothe imperialist tradtion of Japan in the late 
16th century, when Hideyoshi almost succeeded in 
conquering the Chinese protectorate of Korea in the struggle 
against the declining Ming dynasty The Koreans have always 
hated the Japanese with a passion. Their subjugation was 
prevented at the last moment only by the heroic campaign of 
Korean Admiral NuJapanese Foreign Minister 
Matsuokareferring to the effects of the 1931-1933 Japanese 
war in Manchuria, put itthis way later, I 9 34 at a press 
conference in San Francisco: "The English have taught us 
how to play the poker of imperialism. We'll try to keep 
playing it until we win really big!" 


Ranking of the war culprits 


Historians have made much ado about the ranking of those 
guilty of war in World War Iappeared inthe second volume of 
Fay'sThe Origins of the World War, published in 1928But 
this is unwarrantedbecause, as Fay repeatedly told me 
personallyincluded this superficial and inessential ranking in 
his work only because his Anglo-American publisher, 
Macmillaninsisted on it with incomprehensible 
stubbornnessIn any case, Fay placedSerbiaat the top of this 
list of culpritsfollowed by France, Russia and Austria- 
Hungaryalthough he later confided to me that he would never 
have mentioned the latter power in this context had he known 
in 1928 whatwas revealedseven thick volumes of "Austria- 
Hungary'sForeign Policy"1930bottom of this list of culprits 
were Germany and England, while Italy, of course, was not 
mentioned at all, since at the outbreak of the war it did not 


belong to any of the belligerent parties 

It is a fact that Porter Sargent (he and Fay remainedin 
close touch as colleagues until SargentdiedI 9 5 I) accused 
Fay of misplaced timidity in not having classified England as 
a major war culprit] have carefully studied all the 
correspondence between the two on this matter and, of 
course, agreeentirely with Sargent's criticismBut one must 
bear in mind, on the other hand, that Fayintention wasnot 
merelyexclude the culpability factor in the form of a ranking 
of all first-ranking powers, but that in his scholarly effort to 
provide a revisionistview of the origins of World War I 
throughout the decade from 1918 to 1928, his intention- 
repudiateonce and for all the infamous Article 2 3 1 of the 
Treaty of Versailles, which assigned the principal blame for 
World War I to Germany alone (with only passing mention of 
Germany's allies).Until Fay took up this cardinal theme 
ofmodern history, he haddevotedhimself to teaching, 
researching, and writing about the constitutional history 
ofEngland and Prussia from the Middle Ages to our own time 
Now he came to the realization that the whole nonsense of 
Germany's war guilt was the result of Wilson's stupid 
insistence that there should be no fines at Versailles, only 
justified reparations, which was unquestionably a typical 
Wilsonian masterpiece of hypocrisy. 

By concentrating for ten years on this utterly wrong- 
headed and typical Wilsonian condemnation of Germany, 
Faystruck by Macmillan's request in a state of inability to 
recognize its true significance and to oppose itAs it later 
turned out, it had been prompted by concern that the prestige 
of English imperialismmightotherwisesufferunduly 


Revisionists and anti-revisionists 


Ifound inmy years of careful study of this matterthe only 
scholars who had anything to do with it were those who, in 
the later years of their careers, concentrated their efforts on 
trying tosalvageat leastlast vestiges of the tattered reputation 


of English imperialismbecause that - and here it becomes 
necessary tospeak withextremefrankness - was, so to speak, 
the butter side of their daily bread. I am thinking especially of 
Professor Harry Rudin of Yale University (see), who years 
after the Second World War, in the course of which he- 
becomean anti-revisionisthistorianregard to the Firstgavean 
advanced seminarwhich he compared the work of Fay, the 
leading revisionist in the USA on the First World War, with 
Bernadotte Schmitt, the leading anti-revisionist in the USA 
on the same subject.Bill Langer must also be mentioned in 
this connection, having sold himself so contemptuously and 
inexcusably in 194las he himself described it to me in 
personal conversationThings would have taken a very 
different course,howeverhad Franklin D.Roosevelt had not 
been dissuaded by his political mentor, the dwarf Louis 
Howe, frompresenting himself as a candidate in the 1928 
U.S. presidential electionThen Roosevelt would have become 
president in the just beginning depression and of course - like 
Herbert Hoover - would have remained in office only for one 
term, while the latter could have replaced him for the decisive 
years 1933 to 1941, in which - of course purely hypothetical - 
case therewould never have been this criminal and 
ridiculously unnecessary Second World War 

The crux of the question is that Fay (and who among us 
would be perfect?), by acceding to Macmillan's so 
emphatically made request in 1 92 8allowedvenaldefenders of 
indefensible twentieth-century English imperialism to 
conclude that perhaps he had not after all been wholly and at 
all times in the ranks of their enemiesPersonally, I regret that 
they were able to obtain even this cheap consolation, but I 
deduce from my years of personal conversation with Fay the 
encouraging fact that he personallyconsidered the English 
imperialistspost-Salisbury periodat the beginning of the 20th 
century to be nothing better than the filthy liars they will 
always remain in the memory of civilized humanity. 


"The Ugly Foreign Devils" 


Fay used tolike to tell inhis advanced seminar at Harvard 
how unreasonably jealous the English - always "the ugly 
foreign devils who came across the sea" in the eyes of the 
Chinese - were of the Russians, who had been China's land 
neighbors for centuriesand who had maintained permanent 
treaty relations with Ching Dynasty (sometimes called 
Manchu) China since the Treaty of Nerchinsk in 1689The 
English were eagerly looking for an opportunitycould use"the 
yellow-bellied Japs," as they liked to express themselves, as 
auxiliaries to their imperialismin China since the latterhad 
concludedits first war of aggression against China with the 
Treaty of Shimono- seki I 89 5 . The first version of this 
treaty contained such mendacious, shameless and intemperate 
Japanese claims that the envoys of France, Germany and 
Russia, in a gesture of truly noble humanity, united in an 
objection threatening Japan with the use of military force if 
she did not see reason and arrive at a tolerable peace. Thus 
was prevented at that time the robbery and subsequent 
annexation of Korea, a country which traditionally knew the 
Japanese best and hated them more than any otherShantung, 
by far the richest of the I 8 provinces of China proper, revered 
by all Chinese as the home of Confucius, was alsospared a 
similar fate by the intervention of the European powers. 

Englandof course, did not join inthis French-German- 
Russianappeal to humanityFor one thing, Englishmen at that 
time had human feelings only towards other Englishmen, and 
for another, theynotfeelresponsible forthe weal and woe 
ofChinesebecause on the basis of their victory in the two 
barbaric opium wars against China,this whole giant empire 
with its outskirtslikeManchuria, Tibet and Chinese Turkestan 
(Sinkiang) was practically a slave province of the English 
imperialists like India and as such destined only for 
exploitation England thus arrogantly refused to participate in 
the objection, which also prompted the U.S. to make a similar 
refusal. Austria-Hungary and Italy were not even invited to 
participate because their Far Eastern interests were too 


minimalEngland, as always,torpedoingintegrity of the 
European community, as it had considered to be a fixed 
feature of its foreign policy since Castle- reagh's suicide and 
succession by Canning in 1822The English refusal had even 
more practical political significance in that it met with the 
immediate applause of Japan, thus temporarily eliminating 
the hatred which the Japanese felt with full justification 
against England for its atrocities committed against their 
country in the sixties of the last century 

After Lord Salisbury's voluntary resignation in 1902, it 
was only a short additional step for politically dissenting 
Tories such as Alfred Lord Balfour and Joseph Chamberlain, 
the father of Austen and Neville Chamberlain, who - at least 
in my opinion - mistakenly disagreed with Salisbury and 
advocated alliances, to persuade the vile and rapacious 
Japanese imperialists, who were still suffering from the fact, - 
to hand back their booty from Shimonoseki, to a surprise 
attack on Russiawould at least pave the way for an 
annexation of all of Korea for Japan, whichdone de facto by 
the Treaty of Portsmouth/New Hampshire, ending the Russo- 
Japanese War in 1905, and de jure, if only unilaterally, by 
secret British agreementfive years later (1910) 


Japanese-English raid of 1904 


After the conclusion of the Anglo-Japanese alliance 
of1902, England graft-filled Japanese ports with British-built 
warships, and a few months later, on February 6, 1904, Japan, 
in the presence of English military advisers, attacked the 
most important Russian basethe Femen East, Port 
Arthurwithdestroyers, without a declaration of warlt was a 
typical English crime against peace and against humanityNo 
one has given a better account of it - from the humanitarian 
point of view - than Frank Thief in his "Tsushima" (Berlin, 
1936)also a translation in Englishthis excellent book, which, 
however,simply omittedthe last chapter with its very clear 
moraljudgment of the described eventswithout asking the 


indignant author about it or even informing him Until his 
death in 1977, Thief tried in vain to get his right, namely an 
English edition in complete version with the final chapter 
devastating for England. In the first volume of his 
autobiography, Scorched EarthThief} statesthe many books he 
wrote, Tsushima was his favorite The last book General 
Alfred Jodl read before completing his martyrdom on the 
victors’ gallows at Nuremberg in 1946 was one of Frank 
ThieB's justly famous books on the Byzantine Empire, a book 
Jodl found particularly rewarding and encouraging to read. At 
the moment when the Japaneseattack on Russia took place, 
ThieB, who was born in the Baltic States and was then a 
thirteen-year-old schoolboy in Berlin, experienced a deep 
moral indignation at the cold-bloodedand shameful acts of 
the depraved English imperialists. 


Help only for left-wing victims 


The next step after the defeat of tsarist Russia by Japan, 
made by England, was the entente cordiale with France in 
April 1904, in which the English took full advantage of the 
circumstance that the master of the house at the Quai d'Orsay 
was temporarily Foreign Minister Theophile Delcasse,that 
scoundrel who humiliated the French nation by capitulating 
infamously and unconditionally to the hated English 
imperialists at Faschoda in 1898when the latter were about to 
commit their latest aggression against the heroic Boer people 
of South Africa.This fourth English Boer War is one of the 
main themesHans Grimm's massive historical epic, Volk 
ohne Raum (Berlin, 1926)Prof. Dr. Max King, the Oxford- 
educated head of the once excellent German studies program 
at Reed College, lost this position and any possibility of 
further activity in academic life through external pressure 
because he hadexcellently translatedthe difficult Grimm 
book, written in highly refined German, into Englishand 
signed a contract for its publication just at the moment when 
the English imperialists launched the Second World War The 


contract was not fulfilled. King, whose wife was a gifted and 
respected sculptor, eventually had to behappy to eke out a 
living as a mechanic in a Portland, Oregon shipyardWhen- 
interviewedby7ime magazine in 1943, he referred to the Earl 
of Strafford, whom King Charles I had promised protection 
but then refused whenintimidatedby a vicious Parliament. 
Although Straffordhad committedno act punishable under 
any English law, Parliament pushed through a disgraceful bill 
that allowed his execution.As hebeing led tothe executioner, 
Strafford spoke the bitter word, "Never rely on princes!" This 
word was now transformed by Prof. King as, "Never rely on 
academics!" He was referring to Reed College President 
Dexter Keezer, whobroken his promise to protect Kinglist of 
similar incidents could beextended at will, because 
theAmerican Association of University Professors, like the 
American Civil Liber- ties Union, will stand up for victims of 
arbitrariness and injustice only if they are far enough to the 
left. 


The Morocco crises 


The so-called First Moroccan Crisis ( 1 905-1906), the first 
of four major diplomatic incidents that occurred before 
England finally succeeded in unleashing World War I, would 
never have occurreds Foreign Minister Delcasse not entered 
into the ill-advisedagreement with the English imperialists- 
contrary to international lawintegrity of Morocco was more 
securethe Eight Powers Treaty of 1880than that of Belgium 
under the Three Powers Agreement of1839. On the basis of 
this clear international legal situation, it would certainly not 
evenhavecome up for discussionunder Joseph Caillaux.He 
was France's dazzling prime minister at the time of the 
second Moroccan crisis ( I 9 I I-I 9 I 2) and helped to cause 
the failure of David Lloyd George's, Winston Churchill's, and 
Edward Grey's frantic efforts to impose worldwar on an 
unwilling Europe at that time(see especially theinfamously 
wat-mongering speech, correctly reproduced in The Times of 


Londonon July 22, 191 1, WHICH David Lloyd George had 
delivered the previous day at Mansion House, the residence 
of the Lord Mayor of London)Under Lord Balfour as prime 
minister, the later author of the 191? declaration named after 
him, whichpromisedArab Palestine as a homeland to Zionist 
Jewsthus enabled Wilson to mobilize the reluctant U.S. 
Jewish communityand plunge the U.S. into World War I, 
England took the initiative in the ultimately successful effort 
to smash the eight-power agreement on Moroccan 
neutralityOnly fools or fools can deny that England had 
thereby abandoned any moral justification for invoking the 
Three-Power Agreement on Belgian neutrality against 
Germany ten years later, especially since Englandhad quite 
officially informed the Belgian governmentin I 887 that 
Londonfavor oftemporary use of Belgium as a 
militarythoroughfare for Germany 


More artificial crises 


The second major diplomatic dispute before 1914 was the 
one over Bosnia-Herzegovina from 1908- I 909. It, 
tooartificially provokedsolely by the British imperialistsfact, 
who during the period in questionvirtually in command ofthe 
Young Turk revolution at the High Gate, the seat of the 
Turkish government, through their ambassador, Sir 
GeraldLowtherAs is well known,Prime Minister Benjamin 
Disraeli personally hadstrongly advocatedat the Berlin 
Congress of I 8 7 8 that Austria-Hungaryordered to occupy 
Bosnia-Herzegovina militarily, with no mention of any time 
limit as in the case of Egypt, when that country was occupied 
by England on the eve of World War I on the pretext that it 
was only a temporary measure. At the time of the Young 
Turk revolution of 1908, whichhad itself been sparked by the 
liberal revolution in Iran of 1907, the English envoy in 
Vienna, Sir Fairfax Cartwright, made a truly desperate 
diplomaticeffort tode facto detachAustria-Hungaryfrom its 
alliance with Germany, just as the English imperialists - with 


the diplomatic support of France - had already done with 
Italy before the crisis of 1908. The goal, of course, was to 
crush Germany once it was diplomatically isolated. 

Cartwright believed he could exert the necessary pressure 
on the Foreign Ministry at the Ballhausplatz in Vienna by 
artificially creating a crisis. Thus, his colleague Lowther in 
Constantinople instructed the Young Turkscallelectionsfora 
Turkish national assemblyin Bosnia-HerzegovinaThis, in 
turn, forced Austria, nolens volens, to announce the formal 
annexation of the two provinces, which had previously only 
been occupied. However, in order to appease the Russians and 
the South Slavs, Habsburg announced at the same time that it 
wouldwithdrawmilitarily for good from the strategically 
important Turkish Sandjak ofNovibazar, which had also been 
annexed to Vienna by Disraeli in Berlin in 1878The English 
envoy in Russia, Sir George Buchanan, who - like Winston 
Churchill - was always in favor of any war, under whatever 
pretext, exerted as much pressure as possible to make the 
Tsar give Austria-Hungary hellBecause of the constant 
English agitation, the situation continued to deteriorate until 
finally, in 1 909Germanyfelt compelled to issue a formal 
ultimatum to the Russiansabandontheir English-style 
policyWithoutRussia'sunconditional supportSerbia had no 
choice but to accept the annexation as a fait accompli.All 
these English machinations led to the outbreak of World War 
I five years later, because otherwise the Serbian chauvinists 
could never have afforded totheir program of terror killings 
within the Dual Monarchy in 1910(that year saw the first ass- 
Austro-Hungarian officialsby Serbs, a horrific series of 
violent acts that culminated in the Sarajevo tragedy on June 
28, 1914) 


"Jews are strictly forbidden to enter" 
1906, at the intergovernmental Morocco Conference of 


Algeciras,Germany hadvain to defend its interests by 
peaceful means, with Theodore Roosevelt, who had publicly 


offered his friendship to William Il, 
secretlybetrayinghimmean wayThe following — so-called 
second Morocco crisis (1911) was nothing more than a timid 
German attempt to get some compensation in Africa for the 
fact that Francehad swallowedall of Morocco, with the 
exception only of the narrow Mediterranean strip left to 
SpainThe crisis becamesuchonlyEngland, in her effort to 
unleash a real warcarried onalmost hystericalagitation, which, 
however,could not preventFranco- 
GermansettlementGermany recognized French domination of 
Morocco in exchange for astrip ofFrench Congo 
colonyterritory calledBec du Canard to round out its 
neighboring colony of CameroonEnglish war-mongering 
failed because of the united peace efforts of the French Prime 
Minister Joseph Caillaux and his Russian colleague Peter 
Stolypin, who was, of course, murdered by a Jewish agent in 
the Bolshai Theater of Kiev before the Morocco-Cameroon 
Agreement was concluded in November I9II.The murderer 
had managedsneak into the tsaristsecret police Ochrana 
(Protection), which was anything but friendly to Jews 


crime was given a tragicomic touch by the fact that at its 
scene, the Great Theater of Kiev, there were also that night 
huge signs emblazoned with the inscription: "Jews are strictly 
forbidden to enter the theater"This Jew was not concerned 
because, as an Ochrana bodyguardheentrusted with thelife of 
the great enlightened statesmanStolypin, who, by promoting a 
free market economy in Russian agriculture, achieved the 
now unimaginable success of seriously rivalling the United 
States on the world market. 

The assassinations of Stolypinby a Jewish terrorist and of 
Franz Ferdinand by a Serbian terrorist,took place at short 
intervals, had one common denominator: the two victims 
were particularly successful and outstanding leaders of their 
countries, among whom _ subversioncould have no 
chanceTherefore, they had to be killed with methods as the 
BritishSecret Service had developed in long practice and had 


always used (see especially Bruce Lockhart: British Agent, 
London, 193 I, passim). 

The Sarajevo crisis of I 9 I 4 finally helped England to 
succeed in triggering the First World War.The outrageous 
scale of the Serbian crime temporarily suspended the 
vigilance of all those threatened.For the assassin was the 
most competent Habsburg since the first of his dynasty at the 
head of the Holy Roman Empire of the German Nation, the 
great Emperor Rudolf I. England, the only European state 
that consciously used war as a means of its national policy in 
1914, had succeed 

Chapter Six 


ENGLAND'S SECOND GREAT 
GLOBAL ATROCITY: 
WORLD WAR NO. 2 


What is a "jingo"! 


The vast superiority of Thucydides and Taci- tus in 
comparison with all other scientific historiansantiquity - with 
the exception of Herodotus - has been demonstrated in many 
ways, while their differencesgave wide scope tothe 
irrepressible urge for independence and the pronounced 
individualism of the two writersWhat they have eternally in 
common, however, is their civic spirit, with which they 
participated in the life of their community and which- 
manifesteditself in each of them in upliftingcriticism, indeed - 
when necessary - in serious and outspoken complaint about 
the leadership of their respectivepolis.This Greek word 
(actually: the city) is used to describe the form of government 
that Athens and Rome had as city-states from their earliest 
beginnings, and which Aristotleso glowingly described as the 
best possible in the worldOnly the most superficial jingo (as 
the chauvinistand warmongerespecially common among 
Toriescalled inEngland) candeny thetwo ancient historians 
their deep and eloquent patriotismAnd they would have to be 


types such as Samuel Johnson, who as an outstanding literary 
critic ofthe 18th century was himself an upright English- 
patriot, may have had in mind when he coined the cynical 
butaptphrase "patriotism is the last refuge 
ofscoundrels."Thomas Paine, the great U.S. publicist, may 
also have had them in mind when heusedthe contemptuous 
expressionsummer patriots"1777 (the year after his great 
workSense" appeared, see above) 

The term jingo for chauvinist Tories arose in England 
around 1878, when it was only thanks to Bismarck's skillful 
preventive diplomacy at the height of his political powers that 
his friend, English Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli, did 
notstumble into a serious war with tsarist Russiaonly 22 years 
after the Peace of Paris that ended the British-led foolish 
crusadeknown in history as the Crimeanin | 8 56.Disraeli had 
allowed the English navy to pass through the Dardanelles and 
enter the Sea of Marmara when Russian troops had 
alreadyreachedits northern coast below the Bosphorus, the 
entrance to the Black Sea, and the Turkish capital of 
Constantinople (it received its official name, Istanbul, only 
under Kemal, the Turkish hero of World War I,who ruled his 
country dictatorially from the second Allied peace treaty with 
Turkey in Lausanne in 1923 until his death in 1938) 

When Disraeli did not come to his war with Russia in 
1878, a pop song from one of the singspiels typical of 
England's musical culture in the shallow Gilbert and Sullivan 
style was on everyone's lips in London (Nietzsche once noted 
that the failure of the Englishculturally decisive art form of 
music, whose role in humanistic culture is comparable to that 
of mathematics in the natural sciences, could notsurprise 
anyone who had observed the waddling gait of English 
women)The pop song lyrics were,,We don 't want to fight, 
but, by jingo, if we do, we got the men, wegot the ships, 
wegot themoney, too!" (by jingo means in English vulgar 
language as much as "forsooth", transl.). Since then, in 
England, a representative of this misconceived patriotism, of 
which Disraeli himself would not be a bad example, has been 
called a jingoist or jingo.No one can deny _ that 


Englandafflicted by a particularly large number of such 
jingos in the more than ioo years that have since passed 


"Squeeze Germany ...!" 


England's wily dictator of World War I, David Lloyd 
George, who looked along the corridor of history with one 
eyespysomething of the laterjudgment of historians 
uninfluenced by hysterical English war propaganda, adopted 
at Versailles the pose of an apostle of decency and common 
sense when it came to matters of first-rate interest to France 
such as the Rhineland or to Poland such as Upper Silesia (see 
above)Butthisnotpreventhimfrominventingsuch typical 
jingoistic slogans"Hang the Kaiser!" and "Squeeze Germany 
till the pips squeak!"the only nationwide elections held in 
England during his dictatorship, the so-called Khaki elections 
of 1918And it was he whogot holdthe lion's share of the land 
theft committed at Versailles, no less than some two and a 
halfmillion square kilometers, or five times the land area of 
all of France, in order to annex it to the already bloated and 
overburdened plutocratic world empire of the British 

No one knew better than Lloyd George that US. 
PresidentWoodrow Wilson was, touseaword coinedby 
Thomas Jefferson, the pre-eminentU.S.political philosopher 
from Wales"England hawk"As such, Wilson was _ later 
tocondemn in scathing terms the Italians when they - 
insistedfulfilling the terms of the bargain madethe war, at the 
Treaty of London of 1 9 1 5, but who closed both eyes when 
the Welshman Lloyd George, who had been England's 
dictator for six years, committed his scandalous land grab 
(Jefferson,whomasterfullyportrayed- including his few 
personal shortcomingsinrecently completed five-volume 
biography by Virginia historian Dumas Ma- Iwould not 
haveaccepted even a glass of waterfrom his quasi-Welsh 
compatriot, Churchill's friendand fellow liar Lloyd George) 

By forcing the Young Turks against their will into World 
War I alongside Germany (the only upright friend of 


Germany among the prominentwartimeYoung Turk leaders 
was Enver Pasha, who was killed by the Soviets in 1922 in an 
attempt toBritish imperialistsenslaved Islamic Turks in 
Russian Turkestan to resist godless Marxismwas killed by the 
Soviets), they were then able to seize Iraq, the land of origin 
of the ancient Sumerian Empire, Kuwait, Oman, Jordan, and 
Palestine at Versailleslands some of whichheldpriceless oil 
wealth English Palestine diplomacy was typical and 
instructive. To induce the Arabs between Hadra- maut and 
Aqaba to participate in the war against Turkey, the English 19 
I SnegotiatedMac- mahon Guarantee, namedafter their 
governor in annexed __ Egypt, whichpromisedall 
theterritorylater tobe taken away from the TurksEnglishthe 
local Arab rulers 


Palestine - three times sold off 


Then came1916disastrousyearEngland on the Western 
Frontwhen on the first day of the Somme offensivei. August 
1916, the British lost 68 000 men.The immediate reaction in 
London to this was to limitEnglish military effort on the 
Western Frontunderstandably angering the French allyTo 
appease the Frenchthe British negotiated the infamous Sykes- 
Picot Treaty in 1916, whichall of Syria, Lebanon and 
Palestine to Francebehind the backs of the overly trusting 
Arabs Not content with this scurrilous duplicity, in 1917 the 
British proceeded to sell off the same object, Palestine, a 
third time, this time with the Balfour Declaration to the Jews. 
It was in the form of a personal letter to the English 
Rothschildsand promised the Jews Palestine as a permanent 
home, where Messianic Utopian Jews from Russiahad begun 
to settle in 1880. The first World Zionist Congress of 1897 in 
Basle, at which Russian Jews were strongly represented, 
considerably accelerated the fantastic settlement enterprise. 

Jewish settlement in Palestine assumed such proportions in 
the following years that by the outbreak of World War I in 
1914, the Jewish population had already reached an 


astonishing 5 percent, almostequal tothat ofthe United States 
at the same timeThe comparative observation is interesting 
that in 1914 in Germany, in contrast to the tremendous 
influence of the Jews in politics, business and finance, their 
share of the populationnot even one percent Palestine was 
since the Islamic conquest in the 7th century AD. C. until the 
late 19th century. This is almost as long a period as the 
presence of the Hebrews in this area during antiquity, namely 
in the period from the modest arrival of the twelve tribes of 
uncivilized Jews from Egyptian captivity after the year 1200 
B.C. until the destruction of the Temple and the expulsion of 
the PalestinianHebrews by Titus, the military commander- 
Roman emperor Vespasian in the year 70 C.E. The Roman 
emperor, Vespasianexpelled from PalestineThe magnificent 
Arch of Titus in Rome confirms that the Romans regarded 
the final success of the commander Titus in Palestine as the 
greatest cleansing operation in Roman history, especially in 
view of the countless Greeks and Romans whobeen 
slaughteredcold blood in the so-called Hebrew revoltsThe 
significant success Titus later had as successor to Emperor 
Vespasian was based on the unheard of reputation he had 
earned with his so sweeping police action against the Hebrew 
Zealot hordes (theworld'sbest scholarly history of the original 
settlement and constant wars of aggression by the Hebrews in 
Palestine was written by the late famous professor of Old 
Testament history at Bann University, Martin Noth:7he 
History of Israel, Harper & Row, New York, 1960). 

Racially, of course, there was no connection between the 
Hebrews who originally invaded Palestineand their 
successors in the late 19th century, since, as is well known, 
since the conversion of the Khazar people living in southern 
Russia in the 8th century the overwhelming majority of 
religious Jews all over the world is of Khazar-Central Asian 
and not Middle Eastern-Semitic origin (see A. Koest- ler, op. 
cit.). Porter Sargent used to jokingly say that it would be 
ridiculous for any reasonable person to accuse him of anti- 
Semitism, since he had nothing against the Arabs and the 
mass of modern Jews were descended from the Central Asian 


Turkic people of the Khazars. 


The purpose of the Balfour Declaration 


That aPalestinecompletely and continuously inhabited by 
Arabswasmade by the modern Zionist chasa- ren the goal of 
their opprobrious imperialismgoes without saying.Since the 
cynical promulgationEnglish Balfour Declaration of 1917 as 
a means of mobilizing the American Jewry with its monopoly 
over the mass media of the USA and its powerful role in 
USA politics since 1865, in order to drag this recalcitrant 
country into the First World War on the orders of the 
Englishman Woodrow Wilson at the head of the USA, the 
world has been groaning incessantly, but especially,since the 
so-called Israeli independencewas imposed byTruman at the 
highly recalcitrant United Nations1948endlesscommittedyear 
in and year outthe modern Zionist terrorists, a far more 
terrible challenge to civilization and the international legal 
order thanposedthe bands of Hebrew Zealotsthe time of Titus 

treacherous, immoral and _ opportunistic Balfour 
Declaration wasnot difficult forEnglish imperialistsKing 
Edward VII had already concluded a permanent and 
worldwide alliance with the Zionists for the English 
monarchy before the First World War, which had been 
offered to the German Emperor Wilhelm II by Theodor 
Herzl, the founder of Zionism, even before his death in 1904, 
butbeen rejected bythe Emperor as an uprightProtestant 
Christian for inescapable reasons of moralityWithout the 
massdeliveries of North American war materiala gigantic 
business "Blut against money" yielded such enormous profits 
that the First World Warproduced25 ooo new USS. 
millionaires, and this at a time when the dollar was still worth 
twenty times as much as it is today, so that a millionaire was 
really something special at that time, England and France, by 
their own admission, wouldalreadyhaveexperienced their 
final defeatI1915. 

When Lloyd George took up his dictatorship in England in 


November 1916, he pithily remarked that the nations had - 
paid a high price for the conduct of this war, and whichever 
nation suffered a military defeat in the process would also 
have a _ revolution imposed onlIn 1914, thanks to 
BismarckGermany had the best and most stable 
governmentworld and the best economic and social system 
Nevertheless, it went down in a revolution, just like tsarist 
Russia in the previous year 1917bleedingany case from a 
thousand bad woundsthat the Jewish Kramola hadinflicted 
onit since 1879 

Of course, Wilson's unusually mendacious deception was 
the eventual precipitating factor for the cheap and totally 
unnecessary so-called German Revolution of 1918, but 
basically Lloyd George was right in his observation after all, 
and Germany's military defeat made it no more immune to 
revolution than any other defeated country. How superior the 
German system of government was before 1914 was better 
illustratedno onethan the outstanding German historian Hans 
Delbrickin his dazzling study Government and the Will of 
the People, the English version of which was published in 
New York in 1913From the very title of the work, the reader 
will see that Delbriick, whoopposed any German annexation 
under any circumstancesbeginning of World War Ia zealous 
disciple of Jean-Jacques Rousseau in the tradition established 
by Ernst Moritz ArndtSidney Bradshaw Fay reported to me at 
Harvard in 1946 with great conviction that at the close of 
World War I hehad thoughtit his sacred and urgent 
dutyBerlin to encourage and comfort the great Delbriick He 
met him in bleak economic circumstances. But the German 
scholar was too self-confident and too decent to accept even a 
penny of the financial helpFay, on the other hand, was proud 
to offer himDelbriick died I 929 at the blessed age of more 
than 80 years. 

Lloyd George and other opponents of the Jews 


As Lloyd George confessed to his Welsh friend and personal 
advisor Tom Jones (see Tom Jones: A Diary with Leiters, 
London, I 9 54, passim, and likewise his earlier biography 


Lloyd George, Harvard University Press, Cam- bridge/Mass., 
19 51, passim), he never liked the Jews.But he was even less 
comfortable with defeat.Of course, Lloyd George was a racist 
in the tradition of English Social Darwinism in exactlysame 
sense of the word as the two RooseveltsAll three were 
personal opponents of the Jews, while Woodrow 
Wilsoncompletelycaught up inmessianic propaganda of the 
modem Zionists that the Jews - despite the incredible 
absurdity of such a myth - had not only been God's chosen 
people in ancient times, but that modern Jews still played that 
role, despite Jesus' attempt to prove otherwise 

Had Woodrow Wilsonshared theChristian faith of any of 
his ancestors, many of whom were Presbyterian pastors, it 
would have been impossible for him to swallow the garbage 
of Zionist propaganda about the Jews, who are truly the last 
claimants to be God's chosen peoplewould certainly be as 
implausibly naive as it is unrealistic and inaccurate to assume 
that all U.S. Christian pastorsthe I 9th and 20th centuries 
were upstanding Christians. For example,a Midwestern 
church collegeI once taughtCarthage Lutheran College, now 
at home in Kenosha, Wisconsin, there was only one real 
Christian in a group of twelve students who wanted to 
become Lutheran pastors. The others joined only because 
their fathers were pastors and had the connections to help 
them get easy money and just as much influence. But 
Woodrow's father (as Ray Stannard Baker has 
demonstratedin his Woodrow Wilson: Life and Leiters,vol. 1. 
New York, 1937, passim)was not only an army minister, but 
also an upright Christian like most of his fellow ministers in 
the army of the Confederate South . during the American 
Civil War.Robert E. Lee tried to comfort him on his 
deathbed, Jackson replied for the last time with his good 
humor and confidence, "Not so, General, much better to lose 
ten Jacksons than one Lee!"(on the nature of the Messianic- 
Zionist propaganda thatfoolednot only Wilson but millions of 
other gullible Americans, see Isidor Singer: A Religion of 
Truth, fustice, and Peace, Amos Society, New York, 1924, 
passim; on the momentarily invincible political lobby of the 


Zionist media in the U.S., see especially Alfred Lilienthal: - 
The Zionist Connection: What Price Peace!New York, 1978, 
passim, and likewise his indispensablestudy of Zionist policy 
in and around Palestine,The Other Side of the Coin; an 
American Perspective of the Arab-Israeli Conflict, New 
York, 1965, passim). 


How Balfour Fooled the Rothschilds 


Despite their huge financial support from all over the 
world, the promoters of militant Jewish Zionism weresimply 
notdefend the territories they had taken possession of in 
Palestineend of World War Ivast majority of reasonable 
American Jewsstillconsidered them to be crackpot chauvinist 
fanaticsThis was the reason that England, at the request of the 
Zionists themselvesat Versailles in 1919 to act as Mandate 
Power for Palestine, which was endowed with the highest 
degree of autonomy (so-called Class A).One should not 
forget thatalways a messianic alliancebetween the 
Hanoverian dynasty of England and Zionist leaders like the 
wealthy industrial chemist Chaim WeizmannWith the 
English Rothschilds, to whom Lord Balfour had formally 
addressed his declaration, which was published worldwide, 
there was ironicallynosuchThey knew, of course, that 
Balfourabusing their prestigedeceitfuland cynical 
mannertypical of the English Foreign Office which he 
headedBut they did nothing about it, even though the 
Rothschildswere not Zionists at the timeThe assumption of 
the Palestine mandate by England took place under the tacit 
condition that after the expulsion or extermination of all 
Palestinian Arabs, the whole areawould inlong run be handed 
over to a semi-totalitarian and in any case autocratic Zionist 
regimewould be based  onconstant terror and 
exploitationagainst the African and Asiatic Jewsas Theodor 
Herzlhad outlinedhis utopianbook "Der Judenstaat" (Vienna, 
1903) 

The perfidy of the English imperialists during the First 


World War in the Middle East, whichmust be seenin the 
context of the destruction of the Ottoman Empire (as well as 
of the German, Russian and Austro-Hungarianempires(in 
which the English managed toappropriatelion's share ofthe 
booty), had a twofold consequenceone hand, the cynical 
Welshman Lloyd George tried to use the compliant tool that 
the United States under Woodrow Wilson had proved to be 
throughout World War lIoustFrench ally, which had 
alreadycheated out of the Palestine it had been voluntarily 
promised (Sykes-Picot Treaty of I 9 I 6|), from the other parts 
of the Ottoman legacyremained to it.In the 19th century, as is 
well known, American Protestant missionaries 
haddonepioneering work in the Asia Minor part of Turkey on 
behalf of the minoritieshad been cruelly mistreated in the 
Ottoman EmpireCharacteristic examples of this were the 
founding of Roberts College in Constantinople for the 
Armenians and Greeks of Anatolia and the founding of the 
American University in Beirut for the Arabs of Palestine, 
Lebanon, and SyriaThe Americans also wanted to be active 
in Iraq in a similar way, but the English imperialists 
prevented this because since Waterloo( I 8 I 5)they- 
regardedIraq and the whole Persian Gulf zoneas an outskirt of 
their East Indian EmpireThis went so far as to exclude this 
area from the Kellogg-Briand Pact concluded in 1928, which 
was supposed to outlaw war as an instrument of policy once 
and for all (and which was used in passing as the high- 
sounding basis for the Nuremberg trials of 1945-1946see 
especially Robert Ferrell:Peace in their Time, New York, 
1946, passim). 


Middle East intrigue against France 


On the basis of a sudden intuition, Lloyd George, in Paris 
in 1919, encouraged the sick USA President Woo- drow 
Wilson, who wasto lapse intoa permanent 
psychopathicstupormore than a year before a merciful death 
redeemed him in 1924to hit the French by applying the right 


of self-determination of peoples to Syria and Lebanon (the 
shadow of Gladstone which plagued Bismarck in 1870 with 
regard to Alsace-Lorraine)Even before that, he hadable to 
persuade Wilsonstrike the Italians as well by denying them 
their spoils in Dalmatia, which England had voluntarily 
promised them in the 1915 Treaty of London (seeespecially 
Rene Albrecht-Carrie: Italy at the Paris Peace Conference, 
Columbia University Press, New York, 1938, passim). 

As usual, Wilson did whatever the British told him to do. 
Unfortunately, they were not conscientious enough to order 
him not to hand over such German territories as Eupen- 
Malmedy to Belgium,part of Lower Silesia to the CSR, the 
great Posen-West PrussiaPoland, Alsace-Lorraine to France, 
and Danzig and Memel under League of Nations sovereignty, 
which meant nothing else than that the Poles in Danzig and 
the Lithuanians in Memel (including the East Prussian 
territories beyond the Memel)givende facto military 
supremacy, not to speak of the German colonies in Africa and 
Asia, which England, France, Japan and Belgium rapaciously 
sewithout taking into accountpromised right of self- 
determination of the peoples through the holding of 
plebiscitesas was voluntarily promised to Germany by the 
Allies on the basis of Wilson's I4 points. November 1 9/8, 
WITH THE exception of England on2 the point of freedom of 
the seas. 

Woodrow Wilson, who hypocritically tried to hide his 
wickedness behind a _ pretended Presbyterian-Calvinist 
morality (which may have been present in his father, but 
never in himself), was a willing accomplice in every 
conceivable outrage of the British imperialists of 19 79. This 
villain was the price the United States had to pay for having - 
acquiesced/9/2 in Theodore Roosevelt's betrayal of 
>>Fighting Bob" LaFollette by which, in the presidential 
election of that year, the dominant RepublicanParty was split 
so that Wilsonwas electedas theminority candidate. His entire 
public career was confined to the scant nine years between 
1910, when he ran in the New Jersey gubernatorial election, 
andwhen/9/9, he madehis last crazy speechPueblo, 


Coloradobut he did more damage to civilized humanity in 
less than a decadethan Attila, Genghis Khan, and Timur 
combined 


The USA as a lackey of England 


The end of the infamous intriguespun byLloyd George and 
Wilson I 9 I 9 against the French in Syria and Lebanon was 
the high-sounding report of theKing Crane Commission 
appointed by Wilsonwith the conclusionSyria's Arabs would 
rather have Feisal as their king than the French as mandate 
rulers.This, of course, was an indisputable fact But who was 
talking about the much larger number of Arab victims of 
English and Zionist imperialism? Was there any doubt that 
the Arabs of Egypt, Sudan, British Soma- liland, Palestine, 
Jordan, Iraq, Kuwait, Aden and Omanwould have 
preferredtheir own rulers to the English and Jewishtyrants? 
What was this double standard, and how was it allowed to 
pass that the relativelyminor transgressions of Italy in 
Dalmatia and of France in Syria (in Lebanon the French were 
traditionally popular) were condemned, but all and any of the 
innumerable misdeeds of English imperialism throughout the 
world were excused?wondertoday the overwhelming majority 
of the Third World in the United Nations Organization at 
Lake Success/New York refuses tosingle moment longer by 
the fantasies of the Zionist, North American and British 
imperialists?Do we really want to be persuadedthat the 
slavishly compliant regime in Bonn,denies6o million West 
Germans any real freedom, could maintain this imperialist 
paper tiger swindle for all time?Is it not instead a fact that 
this banner regimeis deeply despised, even hated,by many 
uprightpeople all over the world? Can this one enduring 
success of Roosevelt imperialism, however long it may last 
and however much importance may be attached to itsustain 
foreverthe infamousstatus quo of the post-1945 world?I 
suspect that conditionsin the 21st century will be so different 
that this world of ours in the 1980s will then be remembered 


only with contempt and disgust 

Of course, the French I 9 I 9 were in a stronger position 
than the Italians, and although Lloyd George and Wilson 
harassed them - to paraphrase a Nietzschean word - like flies 
in the market, they managedmaintaintheir Class A mandate 
(with the highest degree of autonomy) over Lebanon and 
Syria. Noble (see above), in his1935bookPeacemaking at 
Paris, was right in asserting that the British and Americans- 
unfairly toward France when theydistrusted their French ally- 
initiatingtheir unworldly and unrealistic League of Nations 
scheme But this misses the most important point: Smart 
Frenchmen did not need towait forthe outbreak of official 
U.S. hatred toward France after the establishment of the 
Vichy regime in 1940 (after all, 40 million Frenchmen could 
not, like General de Gaulle, pinch out to London to await 
further developments in a luxury hotel), to realize that the 
Wilson regime of the USA in 1919 was nothing but a 
reversion to the American colonial mentality before 1776, 
which led to the Americans becoming lackeys of England in 
committing all its imperialist outrages. 


England as a protectorate of the USA 


Is it any wonder that the whole world breathed a sigh of 
relief when the wretched British Empire finally collapsed in 
1945 and Englandhad becomeapitiful protectorate ofthe 
United States, dependent oncharity?At the same time, the 
doltish U.S. government groped in all possible directions, 
proving to the last doubter that after a few decades at the 
latestwouldsuffer miserable shipwreck with its effort tothrow 
over itself the mantle of the former masters of the world, the 
British imperialists They transit gloria mundi is a word that 
may be applied to England, for there were times when the 
English world empire was indeed glorious and the English 
prestige as high as none of the would-be successorsthe USA 
can imaginetodayBut to them, the imperialistepigones of 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt, whom the very worst place in 


Dante's Inferno awaits, only another Latin word applies as a 
final judgment: they semper tyrannis! 


Mischief in Paris 


Wilson thus I 9 I 9had complete success in Paris in his 
efforts to humiliate Italy (as a_ racist, Wilson 
alwaysdespisedmodern Italians, whom he considered "half 
niggers"), but not toward the French allieswhom hereferred 
to(using theexpletive commonNorth American - sailor 
languagefor Frenchmen) as degenerate"frogs," thus only 
proving once again his ignorance and hypocrisy. As 
inappropriate as the term "degenerate" was for the French, it 
applied to Wilson himself. Typical of his provincial 
parochialism was that heconfinedfirst so-called trip to 
Europe, which he undertook at the ripe old age of 
36exclusively to London and the English Lake District.James 
Kerney, in his bookThe Politieal Edueation of Woodrow 
Wilson (New York, 1934, passim), reportshow the feverish 
and senseless Wilsonhis fists1923 at the news ofFrench rest 
invasionwascoursecondemnedby the English 
imperialistsbalance-of-power groundsand shouted that he 
hoped Germany would pull down France's pants in the next 
war.All well and good, but Wilson himself had brought on 
the soup, which he now did not want to spoon outKerney, a 
newspaper editor in Trenton, New Jersey, had known Wilson 
since he was the first laymanbecomepresident of Princeton 
University1902Kerney's book title says it all: Wilson became 
insightful only in those last few months before his death, and 
his delayed political understanding came far too late to be of 
any use to anyone 

George Record, the leading progressive Republican of 
New Jersey and friend of Bob LaFollette,advised Wilson on 
the political realities of the state of New Jersey despite his 
opposing party affiliationwhen that inexperienced politician 
was elected governor in 1910 and inaugurated in 1911 (he 
resigned when he became a presidential candidate in 1912), 


wrote Wilson in Paris when it had become obvious that the 
insane villainmess of everything at the peace conference 
being held thereAs Mathew Josephsonvividly describeshis 
bookThe President Makers (op. cit.), Record reminded the 
U.S. president that heno idea ofhistory, economics, and 
geography of continental Europeand that savoring his fame in 
the Old Worldhadapparently lefthimno time to read even a 
single one of the excellent expert reports that Professor Isaiah 
Bowman of Columbia Universityhad preparedwith his 
scientific commission of inquiry on Europe. Record also 
reproached Wilson for lacking the tact, patience, and 
kindness indispensable in practical diplomacy, which was 
certainly not an exaggeration, since Wilson was constantly- 
getting into troublewith everyoneexcept just a few,(among 
these exceptions were rich American Jews like Baruch, 
Brandeis and Mor- genthau, who shamelessly flattered 
Wilson and used him as a tool, in a similar scandalous way as 
Disraeli had done with the old Queen Victoria). 

Record avoided the tiresome as well as cheap method of 
"Didn't-I-tell-you-so!<<could have remindWilson that hehad 
advisedhimagainst going to Parisfirstbecause until I 9 I 9 no 
President of the United States in officehadever left his 
countrydo the work of his Secretary of State and his 
diplomatHe asked Wilson instead in his letter simply 
toacceptthe obvious fact that his position in Paris had become 
untenable and that the wisest thing to do would be to drop his 
beloved but impracticable League of Nations projectreturn to 
the United Statessetlibertymasses of wartime political 
prisonersand get on with his work Rather than listen to his 
old advisor Record, Wilson, stubborn as he was, preferred to 
prevent the U.S. from joining the League of Nations, which 
was founded on his own initiative, and then go mad. 


A wreck called Great Britain 


In 1919 Great Britain was also able to seize the main part 
of the booty from the ruins of the German colonial empire, 
namely the whole rich Tanganyikaexception of only a narrow 


inland strip, which went to Belgian Congo, the essentialpart 
ofGerman colony of Cameroon, most of Togo, all of German 
Southwest Africa, all of German New Guinea and all of the 
German Solomon Islands (in the Southwest Pacific)This, 
however, did not prevent the British imperialists from boiling 
with rage over what theyconsidereda sky-scraping injustice- 
their Japanese confederate.When the British Permanent 
Foreign Office finally unleashed the world war in August 
1914, having succeededdeceivingits confederates and 
adversaries alike in Europe, it spared no effort to persuade 
Japan to remain neutral in this war so that England - and not 
Japan -could sethe German leaseholdShantung and the 
strategically important German Caroline Islands in the 
western Pacific. But this English bluff failed. The Japanese 
thumbed their nose at their English ally and put themselves in 
possession not only of the aforementioned German colonial 
territoriesbut, in addition, of extensive new concessionsother 
parts of China Their losses were only 300 men, while the 
English casualties of this war amounted to more than one 
million. In other words, Japan had played the imperialist 
game better than its English master. 

Drawing its lesson from this, the London establishment 
ensured that British losses in World War IIfar lower than in 
World War Ileaving the brunt of the fight to Poland, France, 
the United States and, above all, the Soviet Union. England, 
however, was not rewarded in 1945 with the success that 
Japan had so cheaply won in 1919.Although Sir Samuel 
Hoare had predicted to his old friend Francisco Franeo, even 
during the battle for Stalingrad, that Englandwoulddominate 
the world better than ever at the end of this war, since Poland, 
France, Italy and Germanywould bedefeated, the Soviet 
Unionmortally wounded and the USAwould havefallen back 
into isolation, everything turned out differently because 
Roosevelt preferred the Soviet Union to the United 
KingdomFDR therefore worked closely with Stalin - not 
Churchill - to ensure that the U.S. and the USSR emerged 
strong from this warwhileship of British imperialism was to 
survive it only as a hopeless wreck 


When Bullitt wanted to sound the alarm 


There is a striking similarity betweenEngland's imperialist 
effort in 1939 under Halifax and Chamberlain and that of 
Poland under Rydz-Smig- ly and BeckBoth relied on 
Germany and Russia to come to a bad end if a new world war 
broke out, justbeen the casea quarter centuryearlier when 
English imperialism had a slavish lackey in U.S. President 
WilsonFDR, however, preferred to be the accomplice of 
Stalin as the slave of England on terms which Englishmen 
like Poleshad taken for granted 19 3 9 , because they did not 
know the secret game between Roosevelt and Stalin which 
had already begun! 9 3 3 . It was painstakingly set apart for 
me by William Bullittwhen I visited him I 94 7 at his home in 
Washington/D. C. Bullitt, as one of Wilson's leading agents- 
Russia after 1 9 17, was the model for the figure of Lanny 
Budd in Upton Sin- clair's great series of novels.Then, in 
1933, when Rooseveltbroke offthe diplomatic boycott ofthe 
Soviet Unionmaintained for 16 years by four of his 
predecessors, his choice as the first U.S. ambassador to the 
Soviet Union was Bill BullittWhen the latter arrived in 
Moscow, Stalin told him that he enjoyed making the English 
and French ambassadorswait endlessly, but that asRoosevelt's 
representativeshould be given a "hot line" to the Kremlinon 
which he could call him at any hour of the day or nightThat 
Bullitt confided all this to me was not so unusual, because he 
hadbeensimilarly candid with several other carefully selected 
scientists after he I 943 published his book The Great Glo- be 
Itself! (New York, 1943) had been published. In this book he 
tried to sound the alarm - in vain, as Joseph Kennedy sr. had 
done the same year - since there could no longer be any doubt 
that FDR remainedunswervingly determined to hand over 
everythingcouldStalin(see especially George 
Cracker :Roosevelt's Road to Russia, Chicago, 1959, passim). 

The international incidentmadeit child's play for FDR- 
humiliate and make a fool of Winston Churchill was, of 
course, the Tyler Kent affair of 1940, long before FDR 
succeeded inprovoking by illegal methodsthe not-so- 


surprising Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor of December 7, 1 - 
941.It was only after this attack, and following Churchill's 
grandiloquent statement to the House of Commons about the 
realization of his ultimate goal of putting the entireU.S. 
potential of men and natural resources at the service of Great 
Britain, that FDR lifted the veil during Churchill's stay at the 
White House in January 1942 (cf.especially the detailed 
account after Roosevelt's death,confirmed in full detail- 
hiswidow Eleanorpresent at the scenedescribed by Louis 
Adamic in his bookDinner at the White House,, New York, 
passim/947,). 


The Tyler Kent Affair 


Tyler Kent had been transferred from the U.S. Embassy in 
Moscow to the one in London, where he was responsible, 
among other things, for forwarding all classified information 
using the U.S. Navy code. My personal view of the 
importance of this case is sharpened by the fact that Kent's 
immediate successor after his sudden arrest by British 
intelligence was a personal acquaintance of mine, John 
Gardener, who had been in London before and during the 
Kent affair. 

Tyler Kent was a USA career diplomat from one of 
Virginia's leading families, the aristocracy of local 
societySince he had been a member of the Soviet Union 
during Stalin'sChistka (the great political purge of 19 3 6-1 9 
3 9 that claimed eight million lives as Stalin'smorale-boosting 
response topopulation's demand formore consumer goods, 
asmanifested in the 1936 questionnairesthe >>Gosplan<<, cf. 
especially Robert Conquest:The Great Terror: Stalin's Purge 
of the Thirties, London, 1968, passim) had been in Moscow, 
Kent seriously believed Roosevelt and Churchill could not be 
in theirminds when they tried todestroythe powerful bulwark 
of the Christian Germans against the obviously imperialist 
and expansionist Stalin. The latter had publicly launched his 
campaign to revise Soviet borders by making territorial 


demands on Finland in 1938. 

In any case, Kent was more horrified than ever when 
Roosevelt and Churchillbegantheir - at least to the latter - 
forbidden secret correspondence in September 1939Churchill 
had justappointedParliamentary First Lord of the 
Admiralty(Secretary oftheNavy)by PrimeMinisterNeville 
Chamberlainafter Lord Halifax had banished him to a 
Cabinet seat for eight years, from 1931 to 1939, because 
Churchill had criticized him too harshly when he was 
Viceroy in IndiaThe mainerror of earlier scholars in assessing 
the Kent affair, such as John Howland Snow(The Case of 
Tyler Kent, New York, 1945), is to assume that Stalin, having 
discovered what was going on, could blackmail the two 
secret letter writers in the same way. This was not true, 
however, because only Churchill was susceptible to 
blackmail.According to English legislation on state secrets, it 
was treason for a _ subordinate member of the 
Cabinetcorrespondsecretly with a foreign head of state behind 
the back of the Prime Minister and the Foreign Office, 
whetherlattera friend or foe And this is precisely what the 
proverbially unconcerned Churchill did. Certainly, an 
indiscreet disclosure of this secret correspondence would 
have beenquite embarrassing for Roosevelt, too, but after all, 
Churchill was a respected personality in the U.S. even before 
1914, and Roosevelt's correspondence with him was by no 
means illegal, but could even have contributed to the 
enhancement of his reputation. 


How Stalin became the laughing third party 


The grandiloquent words "Together we can rule the 
world!" with which Churchillprefacedhis correspondencewith 
FDR must havenot only upset, but downright dismayed and 
horrifiedlibertarian U.S. patriotnationalist like Kent The very 
last thing Kent wanted was U.S. participation in the foolish 
Halifax conspiracy and in the war of aggression against 
Germany which, in the view of a true libertarian, the war in 


1939 was bound to turn out to be. U.S. intervention would- 
putvile murdererStalin in the enviable international role of 
tertius gaudens, make the atheist terrorist the laughing third, 
while the remnants of the once mighty Western civilization 
would take another big step toward suicide with a new 
unnecessary war and a catastrophic mistake like World War 
IIt wasperfectly clear toany thinkingperson after Hitler's offer 
of peacemadehis speech of October 6, 1939, before the 
German Reichstag with reference to the Polish questionthat 
Germany desperatelylonged forpeacethat she was prepared 
not only to negotiate on equal and decent termsbut even to 
make sacrifices (e.g., with concessionsin Poland and 
Bohemia and Moravia) in order to bring about peaceUnder 
such considerations, which were casually shared by 
Ambassador Joseph Kennedy, Sr, father of future President 
John F. Kennedy, andforcefully expressed on numerous 
occasions until FDR threw him out in 1940 at the request of 
his wife Eleanor, it was clear to Kent that the role to be 
played by the United States was to moderate and then 
mediate in the dispute.For a change in the 1935-1937 
neutrality legislation would in any case have been illegal 
under prevailing international law while a war was in 
progressThe baseline of a U.S. mediation would have had to 
be strong pressure on a very vulnerable England, since after 
the unexpectedly rapid collapse of the militarily incredibly 
inept Poland and the French unwillingness to fight, no one on 
the mainland seemed willing to put his skin on the line for 
England (cf.especially the once respected military West Point 
studyThe 1939 Polish Campaign of 1943; the reports of the 
U.S. Army experts were of one opinion, that in trying to 
defend every foot of ground of the unduly extended Polish 
territory against two such powerful opponents as Germany 
and the Soviet Union, the Poles proved to be military 
incompetents, referring to a remark already made in 1936 at 
the Polish historians’ conference in Vilnius by the revisionist 
Olgierd Gorka: "Poland is like a canary trying to swallow two 
cats.") 

Of course, Kent also took into account the fact that unlike 


England, where the government could declare war without 
notifying, let alone consulting, Parliament, in the U.S., 
wherebasic democratic rule of separation of powers prevails, 
each of them, i.e., the executive, legislative, and judicial 
branches, has a say in foreign policy decisions For example, 
the U.S. Supreme Court has the right to decide cases in which 
international law conflicts with the Constitution, the Senate 
has the right to approve or reject all international treaties, 
and, of course, both houses of the 

Congress the exclusive right to declare waror reject a 
declaration of war, with rejection by either house making any 
declaration of warimpossible.In short, Kent did not simply 
fold his hands in resignation as he watched Roosevelt eagerly 
strive tocontinue his career as World War CriminalNo. I. The 
United States was not England. And as in ancient Sumer, 
where city-state assemblies could, and often enough did, veto 
the patesi's war intentions, so in the U.S. the government's 
will on war or peace was not law. 


Betrayed traitors 


Of course, as a career diplomat, Kent did not have the 
same freedom as some enterprising journalist or other private 
citizendivulgeconfidential informationThis put Kent in 
serious conflict, since he was an extremely dutiful and law- 
abidingcitizen, not an unthinking bandit like Churchill or a 
cynical war criminal like RooseveltHe suspected that he 
would probably have no choice butoverinformation about the 
Churchill-Roosevelt conspiracythe U.S. Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee.As far as Churchill was concerned, this 
conspiracywastreason, but not in the case of Roosevelt, who, 
by the way, neverfollowedChurchill's 1 940 example of 
establishing a formal dictatorship (it would be interesting, 
though too far-reaching in this contextdeal withvarious 
English contenders for a dictatorshipafter 1918, in which 
contest Churchill remained the happy winner at the age of 66) 

Roosevelt's success after the defeat of Poland in making 


Congress complicit in the international law-breaking of 
awartimechange in U.S. _ neutrality legislationmade 
everythingeasier forKentbecause Roosevelthad ultimately 
raised the pirate flagwith brazen audacityand placed himself 
outside the law,to quench his thirst for German blood, which 
had gone unsatisfied in World War I (even in the 1920s, FDR 
advocated a massive, all-out military training programhope of 
provoking another unnecessary Wilson-style war against 
Germany).Numerous remarks to colleagues 
haveprofessedRoosevelt's special relishthe shedding of 
German blood from children, the elderly, and especially 
women, a special preferencefully shared by Churchill Stalin, 
on the other hand, had a well-documented hatred of 
Englishmen and - as a Georgian - of Russians throughout his 
life. Hyde reports in his Stalin book (op. cit.) how the later 
dictator, on his first and only visit to London as a 
revolutionary before 1914, was happy to have had the 
opportunity topersonally beat uptwo drunken English sailorsa 
lonely street of the city 

Kent had from the beginningphotographedall the secret 
correspondencebetween Roosevelt and Churchill and also 
used totake thecopies to the house in Londonhis friend, the 
member of the House of Commons Captain Archibald 
Ramsaywho like many English intellectuals detested the 
crude Churchill and his vulgar displays (such as urinating in 
the Rhine in the presence of English soldiers at the end of the 
war)Ramsay's friend Anna Volkov had a reputation in 
London as a determinedopponent of godless Bolshevism, but 
was in fact an agent of StalinIt was the easiest thing in the 
world for her to secretly photograph the copies of the original 
documents made by Kent andsendthemto Stalinwith Soviet 
Ambassador Ivan Maisky's unchecked diplomatic mail She 
did this throughout the period when Churchill was a member 
of Chamberlain's Cabinet from September 1939 to May 1940. 
But when Churchill himself became head of government, the 
Secret Service got wise to Volkow and busted her. She was 
sent to the penitentiary for ten years, without the benefit of a 
public trialbecause Dictator Churchill, with the approval of 


Parliamenthad suspended the Basic Habeas Corpus 
ActRoosevelt suggested to Churchill that heexpelhis diplomat 
Tyler Kent from the diplomatic serviceand put him on trial in 
the United States But Churchill feared just such a trial 
because of the revelations to be expected in the process and 
their repercussions for his many opponents in England. His 
counterproposal, therefore, was to simply ignore Kent's 
diplomatic immunityandlethimdisappearas quickly as 
possible behind the thick walls ofan English prison 
Roosevelt, who had as little respect for the rights of his 
country's citizens as he did for its laws, immediately agreed. 
Kent was seized and held behind bars as a nameless man for 
more than five years. When his mother in Virginia 
approached FDR with a letter about her son's disappearance, 
he had his secretary, Steven Early, tell her that he had looked 
into the matter but unfortunately had not been able to find 
outwhat had happened to Tyler Kent, which was as 
outrageous a lie as Stalin's reply to Polish General Sikorski's 
1941 inquiry about the fate off 5 ooo Polish officers who had 
fallen into the hands of the Soviets and had been secretly 
killed in 1940 on Stalin's orders: he knew of nothing. 


Churchill became so small 


The end result of the Tyler Kent affair was that both Stalin 
and Roosevelt got their hands on the strongest means of 
pressure against the dictatorial drunkard at the head of 
England. Stalin was allowed to insult Churchill in 1941 by - 
simply not taking note of the latter's groveling personal letters 
and, in any case, not answering them.And Roosevelt afforded 
Churchill the challengehis presence at the White House in 
1942, before a large audience, how abominable he had found 
Queen Victoria in his youth With the typical sentimentality of 
the English imperialist, Churchill revered her to such an 
extent that tears of impotent rage came to his eyes at 
Roosevelt's ugly words about her. However characteristic 
such more sentimentalmarginal phenomena may be, it was of 


much greater fundamental significance that at the decisive 
conferences of the "Big Three" at Tehran (1943L Yalta 
(February 1945) and Potsdam (July 1945Churchill stillspoke 
overemphatically clearly- as many alcoholics do at intervals 
of relativesobriety - but was nevertheless - to paraphrase a 
word of Oscar Wilde - suddenly only a little man of no 
consequenceHis words made no impression at all; indeed, 
Roosevelt and Stalinusually stopped listening 
altogetherWhen Churchillobjected in Tehran, with obvious 
reference to the murder of! 5 ooo Polish officers by Stalin, to 
the latter's toast that so ooo German officers should be shot, it 
was an incredibly crude insipidity on Roosevelt's part to - 
make the jocular compromise suggestion of a figure of 49 
soo.But it was very, very characteristic of the little weight 
thatwasgiven to Churchill's words only at that time 

No serious scholar has ever tried to claimthat Franklin 
Delano Roosevelt could havegotnew war against Germany 
which he desired since the gunssilentI I o'clock on II. 11918 
even withoutrenewed intervention of England, which 
culminated in the British declaration of war on Germany on 
September 3, 1939. And, of course, the Poles wouldnever- 
haveviolatedtheir friendship with Germanyexisted from 1934 
to 1939had they notseducedthe English imperialists with 
grandiose promisesto restore Great Poland of 1750, promises 
which no one intended to keepbecause the Poles, in the eyes 
of their seducers, were nothing but savage, insignificant 
people of "low origin" 

Although Halifaxhad already signedthe blank check 
ofPoland'sunilateral guarantee, which was already not much 
less than an English declaration of war on GermanyonMarch 
3 1, 1939, Hitler reluctantly responded tothe English and 
Polish provocations only more than five months later, on 
September 1, 1939. During these five months there were 
endless military violations of German borders by Poland, 
many of whichpublishedfull detail in the largestnewspaper- 
official censorship, the CracowKurjer Illustrowany. There 
were incessant acts of bloodshed by the Poles against ethnic 
Germans, resulting in a clearly documented total of 59 000 - 


deaths, with journalists and doctors from the U.S. and other 
neutral countries given every opportunity to investigate (see 
Edwin Erich Dwinger: Der Tod in Polen, Berlin 1939, 
passim).But in all these five long months the 
Britishnotdelivera single cartridgethe militarily poorly and 
totally inadequatelyequipped PolesColonel Adam Koc, who 
in 1939 as an agent of the Polishgovernment in England tried 
in vain to purchase war material, later told me when I met 
him in his capacity as a refugee in Seacliff/Long Island: 
"That just shows how much the English hated us!" 


Chapter Seven 


THE SO-CALLED "COLD WAR": 
WHY TRUMANDECLAREDIT ON ENGLAND'S 
ORDERS 
AND WHY ITISCONTINUING 


Kill here - Help there 


It was only 18 months after the ceremonial act of Japanese 
surrender aboard the U.S. battleship "Missouri," in which 
North American sailorspleasure in grabbing Japanese 
admirals who came aboard in their gala uniforms and 
throwing them into the waters of Tokyo Bay, that on March 
12, 1947, U.S. President Harry S. TrumanMarch 1947, stood 
before the U.S. Congress and, on the orders of the British 
imperialistsloftilydeclaredso-called "ColdWar"Soviet 
Unionwhich still continues convulsively today, although at 
the same time the United States continues topumpvast 
amounts of economic aid, from foodto high-value technical 
products, into the same Soviet UnionThe watchword of the 
U.S. throughout the war from 1939 (the date of the de facto 
entry of the U.S. into the war under Roosevelt, which was not 
de jure until 1941) to 1945 was kill, kill and kill again - 
(emphasis by the author), referring especially to as many 
German workers, helplessrefugees,to satisfyRooseveltgreat 
passionkillsurvivors of this slaughterstarvationafter the end 
of the fightingmiddle of 1948contrast,motto in the so-called 
"Cold War" against the multi-ethnic empire of the Soviet 
Union in general and against Soviet Russiahelp, help and 


help again (emphasis added by the author), so that only fools 
can still assume that there was ever even the slightest hostile 
intention of the USA towards the Muscovite murderers who 
turned Eastern and Central Europe into a real hellish chaos 
Even the most simple-minded girl scout couldsee through 
the argumentsthat rotten little fraudTrumantried tojustify his 
"Cold War" declaration The British had threatened that they 
would abandon Greece to the local revolutionary Marxists 
and Turkey to the Soviet Union because they could no longer 
afford their $400 million a year aid program to these two 
countries. This, however, was downright laughable when one 
knows the figures of the billions of dollars in aid that the U.S. 
shoved down the throat of demoralized and morally bankrupt 
England every year after the war, free of charge.No, the 
difficulties of the English aid program for the two Eastern 
Mediterranean countries were only a pretext for Truman's 
sinister machinations and had not the least to do with the real 
reason, namely the ardent desire of the state leadership both 
in the USA and in the USSR to continue to keep their citizens 
in the state of emergency of the Second World WarThey 
were to bestuffedthe old, crudelying propaganda of 
wartimealso in the future, they were to be exploited and 
manipulated to the utmost under the slogan "Through 
permanent war to permanentpeace", which of course was 
neither feasible nor desirable (six years later this slogan was 
used as the title of a brilliant revisionist symposium on the 
misdeeds of the Roosevelt crimes against peace and against 
mankind, see H. E. Barnes (ed.): Perpetua! War for 
Perpetua! Peace, Caxton Press, Caldwell, Idaho, 1953). 


The "ghastly" economics 


England and the USA _ had completely different 
motivations forwishing for a cold warThe Britishwanted to- 
return totheir legendary globalbalance-of-power position in 
the middle of the diplomatic seesaw, with the U.S. sitting at 
one end and the USSR at the other.However, this 


waspossiblein the World War II grouping of the "Big Three," 
in which Roosevelt and Stalin alwaysunitedagainst the 
powerless Churchillnot until 1 9 56, however, when the U.S. 
and the Soviet Union had joined forces tohumiliateAnthony 
Eden, that grandiloquent parrot and fashionably hung coat- 
rackhadjust become English prime minister and, in addition, 
a chronic alcoholic like his patron Churchill, in the Port Said 
crisis,even the most narrow-minded Englishman in Lan- 
dan's exclusive clubs had to begin to realize that there was no 
going back to the happy old days and that Englandhad played 
outits role as a serious military and diplomaticplayer on the 
world stage once and for allThus it came to pass that the 
English imperialistsrejoicingI 947 over their initial success in 
pushing Truman into the unnecessary cold war, finallyfacing 
the inevitable end result, a hopeless and disastrous fiasco for 
them Indeed, England would have perished more decently 
without the so-called "Cold War." 

The motives of the USA were similarly superficial. Above 
all, it was the panic fear of the entire U.S. leadership 
ofrepetition of the economic depression of 1929 to 1941This 
was, of course, sheer nonsense, since the former leading 
economist of the Rooseveltian "New Deal," John Kenneth 
Galbraith, quoted in the first volume of this work, said that 
the Great Depression hit the U.S. in 1 929 not because the 
American economy had been unhealthy during the 1920s (at 
least until 1927) (which it was not), but because the English 
economyhad been unhealthy since the momentGrey declared 
war on Germany in 1914top of that, in 1925 
Englandappointedmost incompetent finance 
ministereverentire history of this country: Winston Churchill. 
Despitewarned and admonishedby England's _ leading 
economist, John Maynard Keynesthis financial dunrammed 
the English pound currency unalterably solid at its pre-1914 
level of $4.85 per pound, with the result that the English 
export industry, whichprovided45 percent of all jobsUnited 
Kingdomno longer compete inforeign marketsThis resulted 
first in the English general strike of 1926, in which Churchill 


had the military fire on unarmed workers, and second in the 
disastrous trip to the U.S.Bank of England President 
Montagu Normana gullible U.S. Treasury secretary, copper 
billionaireAndrew Mellon,persuadedU.S.lowerinterest rates 
of. Federal Reserve banking systemfavor of English imports, 
resulting in such uncontrollable stock market speculation that 
the entire U.S. economy was maimed and the country was 
thrust into the dark night of the DepressionEngland's classical 
economists seemed to be right in claiming that economicswas 
a "ghastly science." 
Only salvation: war 


The global impact of the Great Depression is still present 
even to the younger generation more than half a century later. 
Its first victim outside the U.S. was Weimar Germany, as 
itoverburdenedwith high-interest loans from the country 
thathad spawnedthe DepressionAs if all this had not been bad 
enough, even the economically capable Hoover 
administration, which had succeeded in making steady 
progress until the summer of 1932 in an effort to eliminate 
the DepressionNovember 1932 presidential election by the 
economically inept Franklin D.Roosevelt and his so-called 
economic brain trust.The result was that the depression, 
which in its cyclical recurrences in the United States usually 
never lasted more than six years, this time extended over 12 
long years, with no end in sightwhen FDR, in order to get the 
country out of its morass of economic miserycould think 
ofnothing better than todeus ex machina in the form of 
unprovokedwars of aggression (the wars that the United 
States waged against Germany and Japan remained 
completely separate until their end) 

As a result, Americans were truthfullytaught 

1. that theyshould feel guiltyUnited States' belated entry 
intoWorld War I (in 1917 instead of 1914) 

2. that the depression of I 929had beenexclusively the 
result of their shamelessly excessive luxurious lifestyleand 
other sins 

3. That it was a failure of the people of the United States 


when President Wilson could not bring the whole globe to 
perpetual peace through the League of Nations; and 

4. that it was another failure of the selfish U.S. people 
that the U.S. was inadequately armed in 1941, leading the 
greedy Japs to attack Pearl Harbor. 

All this nonsense was recently taken up by USA President 
Ronald Wilson Reagan when he addressed the American 
Legion in Seattle/Washington on August 22, 1983, that 
particularly disreputable interest group of the USA whose 
activity is concentrated on extracting exaggeratedly high 
pensions for former participants in the war. Under the 
whispering of such guilt, the simple-minded finally believed 
there was no salvation other than the "Cold War." 

Reagan, like all U.S. presidents elected since 1945, must 
becounted among the Roosevelt epigonesregardless of which 
of the two major parties they belonged to - the so-called two- 
party foreign policyseems tothe rule in the U.S.declaration of 
the "Cold War When FDR began to govern in 1933, Reagan 
was truly no longer a child, but already 22 years old. And by 
the time FDR died in 1945 at the age of 63 in the arms of one 
of his many mistresses (coincidentally, the same one his wife 
had caught him with once before, when he was only 36 and 
not yet stricken with polio), Reagan had found nothing wrong 
with his domestic and foreign policies other than that 
Roosevelt had been overly critical of Stalin. This is 
almostincomprehensible and perverse, because Roosevelt 
was historically the most successful traveler in Bolshevism of 
all times, surpassing in this respect even Karl Marx himself 
and his typical epigones Lenin, Trotsky, Stalin, Khrushchev, 
Brezhnev,Andropov, and Chernenko (the most bloodthirsty 
of them all was probably Trotsky,committed more atrocities 
than anyone elseduring the Russian Civil War of 1917- 
1920killing more Russians than in the entire previous 
imperialistwar as an ally of England from 1914-1917)Itis 
immensely significant that Roosevelt's particular henchman 
and hollow favorite, Dwight David Eisenho- wer, after his 
1959 conversation with Khrushchev at Camp David, in which 


Comrade Nikitahad toldhim to his face that his, 
Eisenhower's, grandchildren would grow up under 
Communism, knew nothing to say except, "I was at a loss for 
an answer."It was above all Eisenhower's openly displayed 
preference for Bolshevism that won him Roosevelt's trust (on 
Eisenhower, see especially R. Welch: The Politician, Boston, 
1963, passim). 


"Ike" and the tortured Germans 


No man other than Eisenhower could have enjoyed 
more"Operation Keelhaul" (see above.), in which in 1945 
five million helpless European refugees - not counting the 
millions of German victims- were driven into the arms of the 
criminal Stalin and tortured and killed by him (among them 
was the Russian General Andrei Vlasov, who had turned his 
back on Stalin's Bolshevism in 1942 and placed himself at 
Hitler's disposal, and who - with Eisenhower's secretconsent - 
was hanged by the Soviets by the same method as the heroic 
freedom fighters ofHungarian national uprisingr 9 56:so close 
above the ground that the victims could just reach it with the 
outstretched balls of their feet, which in the case of many 
resulted indeath only after 36 hours, terribly long for 
them)"Ike" - as Eisenhower is __ stillcalled almost 
affectionately by many, even in Germany- told his favorite 
Bolshevik friend, General Zhukov, when they first made 
military contact with each other near Torgau on the Elbe 
River in 1945When lIofanyGerman slowly dyingunder 
torturebe it man, woman or child, it makes me glad." 


Welch made his revelations about Eisenhower's 
enthusiasm for Bolshevism as an ideology and as an 
organized system of inhuman cruelty six years before the 
former Allied commander-in-chief (since 19431 and U.S. 
president (since 1953) finally died (much too late for 
humanity)Eisenhower, who nevertook part inany combat 
action in his long’ military career, lived in 
Gettysburg/Pennsyl- vanien, of whose 7,300 inhabitants the 


great majority was of German descent - like Eisenhower In 
the last years of his life a neighbor once approached his car 
and asked him why he did not prosecute that scoundrel of 
Robert Welch for the slander in his book. Eisenhower (born 
1890) replied with the resignation of the rapidly aging: "How 
the hell am I supposed to prosecute him for libel when every 
word that damn bastard wrote about me in his book is true?" 

Eisenhower's sister-in-law, the wife of his brother Edgar, 
told me in 1963 that the stupidest thing she had ever done in 
her life was to try to convert her brother-in-law to 
Christianity. Prior to that conversationEisenhower had left 
the "Jehovah's Witness" sect, to which his mother had also 
already belonged, to join the Presbyterian (Reformed 
Evangelical) Church, the respected religion of early 
patrioticU.S. presidents of Scottish descent. At one point 
during his sister-in-law's futile conversion attempts, he yelled 
at her: "Damn it, I'm just like Roosevelt and hate all 
religion!" 


Reagan's role model: Roosevelt 


Reagan would be the last in the world to wish for an end to 
the "Cold War ". When, during his speech on the second 
anniversary of his assumption of office on January 20198 3 , 
he asked the plaintive question why the U.S. could not have a 
unified policy (agreed upon between the two major parties) at 
home as wellhe punctuated his words with an energetic hand 
gesture.Since U.S. foreign — policyhadalreadyhadthis 
unifieddirectionsince Truman's 1947 declaration of the "Cold 
War,"if Reagan's publicly expressedwishfulfilled, there 
would have beenalmost complete agreement with the Soviet 
unitary stateexcept perhaps only for the hypocrisy 
particularly typical of the United StatesHaving constantly and 
loudly sung the praises of Marxism, Reagan saw fitthe time 
of the Korean War, when he believed with many others in the 
"Cold War" as a permanent stateto disguise his wolf form by 
a sheepskin.But his pious’ sayings, with which 


hepaidtimidand by no means convincing lip service to liberal 
ideas in the fields of economics, politics and religion,not alter 
the fact that the only former U.S. president to whom Reagan 
professes allegiance before he himself I 98 I reached that 
post, and whom he repeatedly praises in the highest termsis 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt. Reagan makes no secret of the 
fact that FDR is still today and for all time his highest role 
model. Crocker, in his cited work, cites with pleasure 
Roosevelt's persistent and constant efforts in 1942 to 
convince the world that "Uncle Joe"hadsuddenly become a 
great friend of Christians,while at the same time 
FDRabsolute certainty that Christian clergymen of all 
churchesdyinglike fliesStalin's concentration camps, as were 
an even higher percentage of Soviet religious Jews 

So let's hold on: Reagan loves his "cold war" and his 
Roosevelt. 


Chapter Eight 


TO A PHILOSOPHY 
21ST CENTURY 


Between Waterloo and Sarajevo 


In the sense of the connection as explainedJ. B. Priestly in 
his book Man and Time (New York, 1965, passim), the 21st 
century could begin immediately, right now, or, if the optimal 
conditions for such a happy development are not yet given, at 
some moment of those 16 years which still separate us from 
the arbitrarily and pedantically drawn dateline of the year 
2000, or perhaps even only afterwards, which would be 
regrettable.We have seen that George Orwell (see above) 
with his political novel "1984", about whichso muchhas been 
written just now - by the called and the un-called -meant in 
its original creative sense not the year 1984, but 1948, when 
the conditions for the so-called Bonn Basic Law (see above) 
were being prepared, and that it was only an anxious 
publisher who induced the terminally ill author to exchange 
the last two digits of the year chosen as title, so that no 
contemporary could take offense In fact, the "Big Brother" 
had already begun his reign when the year 1948 and Orwell 
wrote his fantastic novel of that title. 

We have seen further that professional historians speak 
unanimously of a so-called historical 19th century, which 
they do not situate between the rigid dates i800 and 1 900, 
although it extends over a period almost as long. We mean 
the 99 years and io days between Waterloo (1815) and 
Sarajevo (1914), which have been named after the legendary 


pax britannica. And although this pax britannica is a myth 
and - like King Arthur's Round Table - never existed in the 
world of hard facts, the century lasting from 1815 to 1914 isa 
historical factfor another very real reason: there was no major 
worldwide conflict during this period 

For the sake of a _ reasonable’ discussion, let 
ushypothetically - and in all innocence - assume that the 
overlapping historical 20th century, also called the 
"American"beganunderstood, with the infamousentente 
cordiale between Balfour and Delcasse in April 1904, that is, 
with that first concrete step in the effort of English 
imperialism to transform the peaceful and well-balanced 
system of European alliances of the Rome-Vienna-Berlin 
Triple Alliance and the Paris-St.Petersburg into the main 
battlefield ofa world war with the intention ofdestroying the 
Romanov and Hohenzollern empires (and at the same time 
the Habsburg and Ottoman empires)This misguided 
development, in turn, which inevitablyhad to lead tothe world 
domination of colonialand barbaric U.S. imperialismdestined 
to reach its end in the year - let's say - 1989, when the world 
will rub its eyes, awaken and perceive the light that Socrates 
and Plato, in his famous parable of the cave as locked in the 
darkwanted to show to the peoplesOnly then will all the 
different peoples, like the many beautiful flowers in Herder's 
allegory of the garden of the universerise up inexercise of 
theirrightstemming from the highest social contractwhich 
Rousseau so powerfullydescribedas the common willand with 
a contemptuousshrug of the shouldersshake offthe fragile 
yokeimperialist world domination of England, the USA and 
the Soviet Union (which, in the course of the "Cold War", is 
about to become one terrible yoke of a single cast).Only then 
would the terrible nightmare ofthe US 20th centuryoveronce 
and for allWould not this easily achievable miracle (by 
miracle we mean something thatseems impossible, but is in 
fact achievable) be a harbinger of freedom and joy not only 
for Europe, still today the heartland of Western culture just as 
it was in the 8th and 9th centuries under Charlemagne, but 
also for Latin America, Femen and the Middle East, and truly 


and especially for the longest enslaved peoples, those of 
Englandthe USA and the Soviet Union itself? 


Twice plague over Europe 


Should not the fact that our blind 20th century, from 1904 
to 1989waslimited to 85 years instead of the 100 to which it 
was entitled, be far more than a _ cause for 
mathematicalwonder, namely one for joy, asdescribed by the 
Dutch cultural historian Johan Huizin- ga in his I 9 I 9 
published workThe Waning of the Middle Ages, New York, 
1944, passim? In that I 5 century, people realized that the 
cheerfully romantic poetryand scholastic intellectual 
life(fides quaerens intellectum} of the high Middle 
Ageswereirretrievably lost and that a great new age was 
dawning.Despair and desolation had reigned for a whole 
century after theBlack Death had reached Europe via the 
Crimea in the year I 348. As providence would have it, the 
black rats from Asia, the carriers of the pathogens, and with 
them the terrible plague itself, disappeared when a species of 
rat native to Europe defended its habitat and went on the 
counterattack against the invaders. They were so-called 
brown rats, which designation Adenauer (see above) used in 
1959 as a swear word in a certain context. Hadnotthese 
people between the Ebro and the Elbe, who rushed into the 
streets of their cities liberated from the plagueembrace 
withstreams of tears of joytheir fellow sufferers who had 
survived with them this terrible trial of God, survived 
something similar to what weto suffer and experiencethe 
terribleplague of the U.S. imperialiststruly made of our 20th 
century a blind century? 


Freedom we mean 


And how are we todefinethe great new, the 2 1 st 
centurydestinedas surely as the dawnfollowsdarknessfirst to 


ease and then to erase altogethermemory of the infamousU.S. 
twentieth century?We must notrepeatthe error of the men of 
the Prussian king of I 8 I 4/1 5,who resigned themselves to 
the fact that their wars were endowed only with the epithet 
"liberating."We must give the new age its proper name, the 
meaning of whichfor modern manwas_ so _ grandly 
conceivedby Herder and Rousseau, Quesnay and Arndt, 
Mazzini and Mickiewicz, namely: freedom!This is nothing 
mystically unattainable, but something quite natural and 
prosaicIt means the return to the unshakable truths of an 
educated, urban and _  intellectualculturebased on free 
enterprise 

And what are we to learn fromthe singularly terrible test of 
God of the blind and hollow U.S. 20th century?First, 
certainly, that "Fighting Bob" LaFollette was right in his 
assurance that in politics it is better not to do something at all 
than to do it only halfway, and that the leaders of the kindred 
free peopleswhole globe can be only such men as believe in 
the people as Rousseau and not suchasdespise them Voltaire 


The kingdom must remain with us after all! 


Now it is a factGerman Empireduring almost the whole 
period of the tacitly in all the world recognized leadership of 
the Western civilization from the distant times of 
Charlemagne up to our daysAnd equally indisputable isfact 
that the German people is still today the greatest in Europe 
(see above As such, it is the natural partner of such leading 
peoples of Europe as the Italians and the French, the Spanish 
and the Poles. Was it not therefore the worst crime of U.S. 
imperialism to destroy this German Reich? And is it not the 
supreme duty of the 21st century to restore this Reich first 
and foremost 

We have already mentioned the constructive German- 
Jewishstatesman of the German constitutional crisis of 1918- 
1919, into which a heroic and basically very happy 
Germanyhad been plunged by a cruel liar and hypocrite like 


U.S. President Woodrow Wilsonand I would now like to 
quote this Dr. PreuB from a speech hegave tothe Weimar 
National Assembly1919on the subject of what the Reich 
means and has always meant to the German people 

"But, gentlemen, the word, the thought, the principle of the 
Reich have such a deeply rooted sentimental value for our 
German people that I believe we cannot afford to give up this 
wordTo the name >TheReich" clings the tradition of a 
thousand years, the whole longing of a divided people for 
national unity, and we would causelessly and unreasonably 
do the greatest injustice to these deep sentiments if we gave 
up this word whichembodiesaunity achieveddifficulty and 
after long disappointments" 

Despite the almost uniformly magnificent, even 
heroic,conduct of the entire German people in the two world 
wars, in which they valiantly strovehold the key 
positionsdefense of European culture and Western 
civilization, there may beskepticsdoubtwill of the Germans to 
defend their share ofcommon heritageview of their 
experienceslast three decades with the Hanswirsten of the 
Allied puppet governments in Bonn, Pankow and Vienna. To 
counter a possible such apocalyptic objection, I would like to 
end this two-volume treatise on the philosophy of history 
with a quote from a more than average and typical man of the 
people from his account of his experiences on the front lines 
of World War I. Hans Zoéberlein, who was 23 years old at the 
end of the war, writes in his "Der Glaube an Deutschland" 
(Munich, 1931, page 331 ff.): 

Perhaps, in the end, this choking and _ firing 
maytransformed intolandswon or losttrade treaties and 
colonies, into tributes and taxes, into rights of navigation and 
aviation, one thing will remain eternally free from the 
literalism of the masters at the green table, which cannot be 
cloistered and deliberated or measured in numbersThis is the 
experience of our souls beyond the breached walls of this 
wretchedexistence and is the flight of our spirit into 
unknownregions of the worlds.Before our hard grasps, 
backdrops fall, sway and topple walls that precautionary, 


inky knowledge stuff has erected around us like blindersWe 
know that more than money and titles anddignities the spirit 
counts, which smokes from our boiling blood and settles as 
gold of the recognition of the eternities and the forces in the 
universe in our steeled hearts. Once great things can come of 
it. 

And there we are driven by a desire to fight, when the 
blood surges red before our eyes.There it drives uskillfull of 
honestfury those who want to destroy uswith their 
superiority, want to measure grenades against our foolhardy 
contempt for life Because we can despise this life, that is why 
it remains so cheap to us.already so, the world belongs to the 
brave, why not to us, who are bold enough to announce the 
rule over this earth" 
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GRAUBAUD, S. R., British Labor and the Russian Revolution, 1917- 1 924, 
London, I 956; the best of numerous accounts of how the Fabian 
swindlemisledEnglish workers into a false assessment of the USSR 

GRIFFITHS, Richard, Petain, London, 1970; excellent account of this 
timeless hero. 

DERS., Fellow Travellers of the Right; British Enthusiasts for Nazi Germany, 
1933-1939, London, 1980; excellent study thatrendersall the many 
previous studies on this important subject 

GUN, N., Petain, Laval, DeGaulle; Les Secrets des archives americaines, 
Paris, 1979; warns against the USA imperialists. 

GRUENWALD, Leopold, CSSR im Umbruch, Vienna, I 968; may be 
forgotten, since the Czechs, who have no real culture of their owncome to 
termswith either their German or their Russian neighborsthis respect 

HALLS, W. D., The Youth of Vichy France, Oxford/Engl., 1981; she was as 
idealistic as the German lugend of her time and, like them, was deceived. 

HEGEL, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich, Lectures on the Philosophy of History, 
3rd edition, Berlin, 1848; based on notes by his students; by far the best of 
all texts 

HOWELL, David, British Social Democracy, London, 1976; important in 
explaining the new forces in English politics eager to destroy the old Tory- 


Labour establishment of 1929-1983 

HUTT, A., The Postwar History of the British Working Class, London, I 9 
37; one of the best English economists, with whom I had many meetings at 
the Hoover Institute in later years, lays out the stark reality of the Lloyd 
George myth of "homes for our heroes." 

IGNATIEV, Anatol, Russko-Angliskye Otnoschenja, Fevral-Oktyabr 1917, 
Moscow, 1966; the whole story of how the English imperialistsoverthrew - 
the Kerensky provisional government of I 9 1 7 after they had destroyed 
Tsar Nicholas. 

JEDRZEJEWICZ, Waclaw, Pilsudski: a Life for Poland, New York, 1982; 
the author has been a dear and generous friend for nearly 40 years, but his 
view that Pilsudski was never a real dictator is not valid; note the 
introduction by Carter's former chief foreign policy adviser, Zbigniew 
Brzezinski; no wonder Carter's foreign policy was a disaster. 

JUPP, James, The Radical Left in Britain, 1931-1941, London, 1982; at last 
the English companion piece to the similar 1965 USA project by J. J. 
Martin. 

KAYSER, W., Rousseau, Kant, Herder tiber den Ewigen Frieden, Leipzig, 
1916; shows that these men were realists and not fools who let themselves 
be promised the blue from heaven like the disciples of Karl Marx. 

KLUGMANN, J/., History of the Communist Party of Great Britain, 2 vols, 
London, 1968-1969; Gallacher's party, small as it was, had decisive 
influence in England during World War II. 

KRYSTUFEK, Zdenek, The Soviet Regime in Czechoslovakia, Columbia U. 
Press, New York, 1981; Soviet propaganda no longer has the influence on 
Czechs as it did before 1968 and especially during the crucial years of 
1945-1948; nevertheless, communism isnot as unpopular among Czechs as 
it is belowsurface among Russians 

LEDWIDGE, Bernard, DeGaulle, London, 1982; Camelot-style court history 
ofWorld War II, but well related to the post-1 958 period and the Fifth 
Republic 

LEES-MILNE, James, Harold Nicolson: a Biography, 2 vols, London, 1980- 
1981; there can't be enough about this schizoid man who did his 
propaganda in World War II with icy coldness much as Lord Bryce did in 
World War I, but claimed to be a romantic in "Encounter." 

LIDDELL HART, Basil Henry, The Real War, 1914-1918, London, 1930; 
the bookestablishedauthor's reputation as the best English military 
historian ofthe 20th century 

DERS., The Second World War, London, 1970;still of some valuedespite 
huge concessionsto English court historians 

McCAFFREY, John, Ireland: from Colony to Nation-State, Englewood 
Cliffs/New Jersey, 1979; the suffering of the Irish nation after its 
Rousseau-style revolution of 1798 and its partial national recovery, 
beginning with the Easter Rising of 1916, after the 52-year-old Sir Roger 


Casement, from whom the English even stole the title given him by their 
own king, made his justly famous miraculous speech from the dock on 
January 8 19 1 6 before being hanged that same evening. 

DERS., The Irish Question, 1801922, Lexington/Kentucky, 1968; 
Irishheroism under murderous atrocities by the English 

McCAGG, William, Soviet Asian Ethnic Frontiers, New York, 1979; 
important in relation to the failure of Russian imperialism in Asia since I - 
860; the Russian role in Asia will apparently soon be played out forever, 
which is good because the Russians never belonged there 

McCAIN, William, The United States and the Republic of Panama, I. ED. 

New York, 1937, 2nd ed. New York 1970; important to know one of the 

worst of the innumerable crimes of U.S. imperialism 

MAMATEY & LUZA (eds.), A History of the Czechoslovak Republic, 1918- 

1948, Princeton/New Jersey, 1973; the conclusion left to the reader to draw 

is that Czechoslovakia - like the state of Israel in Palestine - was a mistake. 

MARRUS, Michael & PAXTON, Robert, Vichy et les Juifs, Paris, 1981; 

contains - in contrast to the USA edition - all of Vichy's anti-Jewish laws. 

MARX, Karl, & ENGELS, Friedrich, Der Briefwechsel zwischen Friedrich 
Engels und Karl Marx, 4 Bd., Stuttgart, 1913; indispensable for any 
scientifically serious study of Marxism; I like best the letter in which Marx 
again begs Engels for a considerable sum because otherwise hewould have 
to sendhis highborndaughtersame schooltogether with ordinary English 
girls of commonorigin 

MAURIAC, J., La Mort du general De Gaulle, Paris, 1972; a 

manlyassessment of DeGaulle's place in historythe complete opposite of 

the slavish official worship of Lenin in the Soviet Union (see above) 

MICHEL, Henri, Paris allemand, Paris, 1981; confirms the famous remark 

made by Harry Johnson to Mme. Corinne Pouteau in 1944 that the German 

occupation had been good to Paris 

MIEGE, Jean Louis, Expansion europeenne et decolonisation de 1870 4. nos 

jours, Presse Universitaire de France, Paris, 1973; best general treatise in 

the world on this important subject. 

MINNEY, R. J., (ed.), The Private Papers of Hore-Belisha, London, 1960; 

indispensable source for assessing the Zionist member of the Neville 

Chamberlain Cabinet from 1937-1940 

MLYNAR, Zdenek, K Teorii Socialisticke Demokracie, Prague, 1961; 

utmost effort to make Bolshevism with its allegedly only temporary 

dictatorship of the proletariat enjoyable 

NICOLSON, Harold, Why Britain is at War, London, 1939; the height of 
perfidy in the propaganda efforts of English court historians 

PILSUDSKI, Jozef, Pisma Zbiorowe, 10 vols, Warsaw, 1937; collection, 
published two years after his death, of everything the renegadesocialist 
dictator wrote and spokeduring his 68 years of life; reveals his cynical 
contempt for the people and for religion and his zealous belief in 








absolutismas an end in itself in the best Voltairean tradition 

POWELL, David, Anti-Religious Propaganda in the Soviet UnionHarvard U. 
Press, Cambridge/Mass., 1975; confirms that the USSRno way 
abandonedits Voltaire-style offensive against Judaism and Christianity 

RABAUT, Jean, Jean Jaures, Paris, 1981 erwt. ed. (1st ed. 1971); a study 
written with verve and wit that would have pleased Jaures himself. 

RAMA, Carlos, Revolucion Social y Fascismo en el Siglo XX., Buenos 
Aires, I 962; an in-depth analysis of fascism as a response to the 
increasingly bloody class struggle. 

ROTA, Ettore, (ed.), Questioni di Storia Contemporanea, 1815-1952, 4th 
vol., Milan, 1952-1955; encouraging and entertaining survey in the best 
Rousseau-Mazzini-Mussolini tradition 

ROUSSEAU, J. J., The Government of Poland, Indianapolis/Indiana, 1972; 
translation of "Considerations sur le gouvemement de Polo- gne," edited 
by the leading U.S. political theorist, Willmoore Kendall, in a dazzling 
Bicentennial edition 

SHIPLEY, Peter, Revolutionaries in Modem Britain, London, I 976; an 
expert scholarly study and also the English response to the 1976 U.S. 
Bicentennial 

TOURNOUX, J. R., Petain et la France, Paris, 1980; splendid tribute. 

CHERNYSHEVSKY, Nikolai Gavrilovich, Neopublikovanje 
Proswedenija (1863/64 Godow), Moscow 1864; the memoirs of Jean 
Jacques Rousseau in Russian, annotated by the editor; at the Langer 
Symposium of the American Historical Association in St. Louis/Missouri 
in December 1956 (see above), the Russian students of Mazzini were 
regrettably neglected; Chemyshevsky, unquestionably one of the five 
greatest storytellers Russia has ever produced, had the title of his most 
famous novel, "Schto Djelat?" ("What to Do?"), was stolen by Lenin to use 
for a cheap revolutionary pamphlet, which was as mean as the Churchill 
plagiarism of "Blood, Sweat and Tears." 

TUCKER, Robert, The Lenin Anthology, New York, 1975; a most skillful 
publishing work on the updated Lenin. 

TUMARKIN, Nina, Lenin Lives! The Lenin Cult in Soviet Russia, Harvard 
U. Press, Cambridge/Mass., 1983; excellent on the pseudo-religion of the 
Lenin Cult in the USSR; so far the best product ofthe Russian Research 
Center of Harvard University 

ULAM, Adam, The Bolsheviks, New York, 1965; scathing analysis by the 
world's leading historical expert of the terribleRussian Civil War of 1 9 1 7- 
1920. 

UNGER, Gunnar, Axel Wenner-Gren, London, 1962; biography ofthe 
philanthropist who did more than any other individual in the 
1930spreventanotherwar of exterminationin Europesparkedby English 
imperialistaggression against Germany 

WATT, D. C., SPENCER, F., BROWN, N., A History of the World in the 
20th"Century, London, 1967; my favorite example of the silly way in 


which English court historianstry to approachthe issues of contemporary 
history 

WENNER-GREN, Axel, Call to Reason, London, 1937; Nietzsche once stated 
that insanity was the exception with individualsbut the rule with groups; 
were the British imperialists even capable ofmakingrational decisions 
in1914, 1939 and 19472?My opinion, formed after the events, is decidedly 
negative; but however morbid their evil decisions may have been, their 
guilt remains the same; one thinks involuntarily of the book >> 1066 and 
All That! m< 


DIRECTORY OF PERSONS 


Abils, Jules 3 7 
Abshagen, Karl 76 
Acton, Lord 41 
Adamic, Louis 28 5 
Adams, Abigail 77 
Adams, John 3, 76 ff, Sun, 108 
Adams, Sam I 2, 75 
Adenauer, Konrad VI, 92, 101 
Aguinaldo, Emilio I o Albertini, 
Rudolf von 2 3 7 Albrecht-Carrie, 
Rene 2 77 Alcott, Louisa May 142 
Alexander I of Russia I 24, 

131, 134, ISS 
Alexander II. of Russia I 7 I 
Andropov, Yuri, V. 28, 165, 202, 300 
Anna Stuart 233 
Aristotle 11 7 Arminius 11 8 Arndt, 
Ernst Moritz 26, 28, 71, io6ff, 172, 
272, 306 
Arnim, Harry von 192 Arnold 1s f 
Arragon, Rex 248-2 5 1 Artur, king 
197, 234, 306 Assurbanipal 62 
Attila 278 
Augustine 27, 242 Augustus 12, 146 
ff Ayres Lew 249 


Babbitt, Irving 70 Baginski, Henryk 
132 


Baigent, Michael 118 

Bailey, Thomas Aldrich 49, 84,165 

Baker, Ray Stannard 2 7 4 Bakunin, 

Michael 7 2 f 

Baldwin, Stanley 43 f 

Balfour, Alfred Lord 257, 261, 269, 
274f, 306 


Barnes, H. E. 297 

Barthou, Louis 141 

Baruch, Bernard Mannes 282 

Barzun, Jacques 115 

Baumer, Paul 249 

Bebel, August 73, 103, 201 

Beccaria, Cesare Bonesana 62 

Beck, Jozef 284 

Becket, Thomas 197 

Beloc, Hilaire 228 

Benckendorff, Count I49f 

Benesch, Eduard 243 

Benjamin, Hilde 94 

Bentham, Jeremy 149 

Bernis, S. F. 70 

Bernstein, Eduard 103, 203 

Bethmann-Hollweg 182 

Beust, Ferdinand von 170, 173 

Bismarck, Otto von VI, 3 1 F, 39.7 I, 
101, 103, 107ff, 114, 121, 124, 159 
f, 164, 166-no, 174-185, 187-194, 
200, 205 ff, 209-212, 246, 266, 
272, 276 

Bless, Goeffrey 240 

Bliicher, Gebhard Leberecht 60, 135, 
222 

Bodin, Jean 55, 100 

Boleyn, Anna 232f 

Bolingbroke, Lord 42, 234 

Bonaparte, Carohne I 57 

Borchard, Frank 80 

Boulanger, Georges I 9 3 

Boveri, Magret 30 

Bowman, Isaiah 28 I 

Bradshaw, Sidney I 67 


Brandeis 282 

Brandt, Willy 97, 104 

Branscombe, Harvie 37 

Brunswick, Duke of 50-5 3 

Brennecke, Gerhard I 37 

Brezhnev, Leonid Ilyich 165, 
202, 300 

Briining, Heinrich 200 

Bruno, Giordano 66 

Bryan, William Jennings 3, 48, 200 

Buchanan, George I 5 1, 262 

Buchanan, James I 7 

Budd, Lanny 284 

Bullitt, William 284 

Bunyan, John 199 

Burgoyne, John 15, 19f 

Burke, Edmund 5 3 f, 56 

Burnham, James 37 

Bute, Lord 1 3, 20, 52 

Butler 29 

Butler, Nicholas Murray I 66 

Byng 18 

Bynkershoek 80 


Caesar, Gaius Julius 1 2,15, 146 ff, 
196, 226 f 

Caillaux, Joseph 143, 260, 263 

Callander, Thomas 247 

Calvin, Jean 55.63 

Campbell, Glenn 91, 237 

Canaris, Wilhelm 144 

Canning, George 195, 204, 257 

Cannon, Joe 26 

Canterbury, Archbishop I 6 I Caprivi, 

George Leo of 2 11 Carleton, Guy 15 


Carlyle, Thomas 57, 122 
Camegie, Andrew I 3, 224 Carnot, 
Lasare 121, 123 Carr, E. H. 73 


Cartwright, Fairfax 262 

Castlereagh, Roberg Stewart 68, 124, 
133FF, I 54-158, 169, 195, 257 

Cato, Marcius Porcius 214 

Cavour, Camillo Benso Count of 105, 
160 

Cecil, Lord 43 

Chamberlain, Austen 257 

Chamberlain, Joseph 257 

Chamberlain, Neville 238, 257, 284, 
286, 290 

Charles I of England 45 

Charles, Prince of Wales 227 

Cherbury, Herbert 20 1 

Cherwell, Lord 236 

Khrushchev, Nikita 165, 202 300f 

Churchill, Winston 11, 14, 18,31, 
36,42-44, 88, 1 14, 1 37 et seq, 144, 
157f, 163, 183, 190,215, 22G- 
222, 225, 236, 239, 260, 262, 268, 
28 5 et seq, 289-292, 297 et seq. 

Churchill, Mother 138 

Churchill, Randolph 139 

Ciano, Galeazzo 127 

Cicero, Marcus Tullius 147f 

Clark, Rogers 81 

Clay, Henry 70 

Clemenceau 14G-143, 188, 193f 

Cloete, Stuart 154 

Colbert, Jean-Baptiste 169 

Colvin, Ian 145, 248 

Commager I 37f, 144 

Conquest, Robert 286 

Corneille, Pierre 169 

Cornwallis, Lord 2 I 

Cowlcy, Maleolm 24 I ff Cox 8 

Crispi, Francesco 200 


Crocker, George 285, 303 Crocket, 

Davy 199 

Cromwell, Oliver 16,42, 44f, 183, 
218, 228ff, 236 

Cromwell, Richard 228 f Cross, Colin 

35, 190 Crowe, Eyre 207 

Cumberland, Duke of I 6 Czatorski, 

Adam 1 3 I Czolgosz, Leon 6 


Danforth 58 
Darwin, Charles 109 t 11 2-115, 1 iyff 
Darwin, Emily I io, I 12 
Darwin, Erasmus I IO 
Davies, Norman 128 f Davis, Mrs. 
Davis, Jefferson 95, 125 f, 1 8 I Debs, 
Eugene 20 I 
DeGrasse 21, 82 
Dehio, Ludwig 160 
Delbriick, Hans 272 
Delcasse, Theophile 259 f, 306 
Deroulede, Paul 194 
Descartes, Rene 64 
Dewey, George 8ff, 149 
Diaz, Porfirio 4 
Dickinson, G. Lowes 210 
Dickinson, John 147 Dinsmore 242 
Diocletian 28, 149 
Disraeli, Benjamin 60, 67, I 73, 

177, 1 95f, 200, 26 rf, 266f, 282 
D6nitz, Karl 226 
Donovan, William J. 97 Dostoevsky, 
Fyodor 177ff Douglas, Stephen 67, 
69f, 105 Douglass, Frederik 70 
Doumergul 6 3 
Drumont, E. 1 55 Genghis-Chan 278 
Dulles, Allen 97 
Dwinger, Edwin Erich 293 
Early, Steven 29 I 


Ebert, Fritz 103 f 

Eden, Anthony 297 

Edgar of England 227 

Edward IV of England 2 3 1 

Edward V of England 2 3 1 

Edward VI of England 232 

Edward VII of England 1 79 f, 220, 
271 

Edward VIII of England 43, 234 

Egbert of England 223 

Einstein, Albert 87 

Eisenhower, Dwight David 97, 301 f 

Eisenhower, Edgar 302 

Eisenhower, woman 302 

Eliot 244f 

Eliot T. S. 197 

Elizabeth I of England I 7, 42, 55, 
151 f, 232f 

Elizabeth II of England 42, 152, 177, 
220, 223, 227, 231 

Engels, Friedrich 106 

Enghien, Duke of 215 

Enver Pasha 268 

Epicurus 117 

Epstein, Julius 236 

Eriguena, John 242 

Eschenbach, Wolfram von n8 

Eschenburg, Theodor 89 

Eugenie of France I 38 


Farrand, Max 7 5 

Fast, Howard 86 

Faure, Paul 90 

Fay, Sidney Bradshaw 247, 25 3ff, 
256, 272 

Feisal 

Fenelon, Francois de 192 

Ferdinand VII of Spain 1 33, 


157 
Fermi, Enrico 87 
Ferrell, Robert 276 
Ferry, Jules 192, 194, 212 


Fichte, Johann Gottlieb 184 

Fischer, Fritz 93 

Fiske, John 109, 1 14 

Fitzroy 110 

Flavia 148 

Fleming, Frank Denna 37 

Fleury, Andre Hereule de 234 

Foch, Ferdinand 24 

Ford, Eleanor 225 

Ford, Henry 224f 

Fouche, Joseph 215 

France, Anatole 142 

Franco, Francisco I 57, 283 

Franklin, Benjamin 20, 61, 79 

Franz Ferdinand of Austria 
219, 264 

Franz Joseph of Austria I 71 f, 174 

Freeman, Edward Augustus I 96 ff, 
234 

Freud, Sigmund 2 7, 66, 110, 11 5- II9 

Freytag, Gustav 173 

Friedell, Egon VII, 38f, 214 

Frederick I Barbarossa I 68 

Frederick II, the Greatof Prussia3of, 
52f, 64f, 74, 108, 130, 137, 158, 
176, 189 

Frederick III of Hohenzollern 168, 
174, i179f 

Friedrich, Carl Joachim 89, 94, IOI 

Frederick William I of Prussia 
130 

Frederick William II of Prussia 
130 


Frederick William III of Prussia71, 
130, 134, 174 

Frederick William IV of Prussial 7 
3ff, 179 

Funston 10 


Gagern, Heinrich von 106 
Galbraith, John Kenneth 298 
Galton, Francis 11 4 


Gambetta, Leon I 82 Gandhi, 
Mahatma 40 Gardener, John 285 
Gates, Horatio 20 Gaulle, Charles de 
88f, 100, 167, 279 

Genet, Edmont 8 I f, 84 

Gentile, Giovanni 72 

George I of England 234 

George II of England 234 

George III of England 1 3, 21,42f, 

174, 234 
George V of England 220 George VI 
of England 42 George, David Lloyd 
140, 260, 

267 f, 271 ff, 275 f, 278f 
Gerlach, Ernst Ludwig von I 7 5 
Gerlach, Leopold von 175 Germain, 
Johnny 15, 19 Gerstenmaier, Eugen 
97f Gervinus, Georg 3 I 
Geyl, Peter 230 
Gilbert, Martin 139 
Gladstone, William 181 ff, 188,209 
Gleason, S. E.17 3 
Goebbels, Joseph 39, 122, 226 
Goerdeler, Carl 9 3 
Goering, Hermann 39 
Goethe, Johann Wolfgang von 5 I 
Gollancz, Victor I 61 
Gorer, Geoffrey 223 


Gorka, Olgierd 288 

Gorchakov, Alexander Mikhailovich 
Prince 206 

Goschen, George Joachim 1 81 f 

Gottschalk, Monk 242 Gouttard, 

Colonel 167 

Grabert, Herbert VII, 9 1 

Grabert, Wigbert 91 

Gramont, Duke of 142, 187 

Grenville, Lord 54 Grewe, Wilhelm 

94f, 99 Grey, Edward 44, 149 f, 181, 

220, 260, 298 

Grimm, Hans 2S, 161, 259 

Grotius, Hugo So 

Guizot, Franc;:ois I 6S, 245 

Guttridge, George 2iSff 


Halifax, Lord 39f, 144, 19S, 23S, 
284, 2S6 f, 29 3 

Hamilton, Alexander 70, 74-S5, 
105, 115 

Hammond $2 

Hammurapi 214 

Hancock, wage 5 I 

Handlin, Oscar 1 59 

Hannibal 29 

Hansard 15S 

Harald I of England 217, 220f 

Hardenberg, Karl August Prince von 
65, 159, iSof 

Harding, Warren Gamaliel S 

Harvard, John 245 

Hasswell, Ralph 2 37 

Hay, John 5 

Hayes, Rutherford 4, So 

Hearnshaw, F. J. C. 35 

Heer, Friedrich 7 1 

Hegel, Georg Friedrich Wilhelm 
7 if, 74, 105, 109, 1 14, 1 52, 166, 


201 
Henry the Lion 1 24 
Henry II of Anjou 196, 227 
Henry IV of France 46 
Henry IV of England 230 
Henry V of England 230 
Henry VI of England 230 
Henry VII of England 231 
Henry VIII of England 35, 42, 
55, 183, 231 ff 
Henry, Patrick 12, 75 
Herder, J ohann Gottfried 7 1, 127 f, 
131, 133, 169, 172, 306, 30S 
Herodotus 265 
Herzl, Theodor 27 1, 27 5 
HeB, Rudolf 40, 1 S9 f 
Hicks, Donald 1 6 5 
Hideyoshi, Tojotomi 252 
Himmelfarb, Gertrude 11 Hindenburg, 
Paul von I40, 200 Hirschel, Abraham 
52, 64f Hitler, Adolf VI, 2S, 32, 39f, 
43, 53, 71 f, 1o1, 103, 11S, 136, I40f, 
143,15S, 164,167, I90f,2i16, 22S, 235, 
238, 240, 243, 250f, 287, 293, 301 
Hoare, Samuel 44, 2S3 
Hobson, Jay 199 
Hoepker, Wolfgang 226 
Hoffmann, R. J. S. 214 Hogarth, 
Thomas I I Hoggan, David L. V ff, 3 
9,44, 9 3, 129, 212 
Hoggan, Ms. 24S f 
Hoover, Herbert 21, 255, 299 
Hosford, Lee 24S 
Howe, Louis 2 5 5 
Howe, Gebriider I4ff, iSf, 50f Huch, 
Ricarda I 6S 
Huddleston, Sisley 59 Hughes, Emrys 
137 Huizinga, Johan 307 Humboldt, 


Wilhelm von 65, 15S Hutchins, 
Robert Maynard 216 Hutten, Ulrich 
von 242 Hyde 290 


Ickes, Harold ISS Ignatiew, Anatol 
209 


Jackson, Andrew 17, 56, 70, Sun, 245 
Jackson, Francis 1 55 

Jackson, Stonewall 274 

Jacob I. Stuart 233 

Jacob II of England 55, 60, 233 
Jacobsen, Hans Adolf 39 

James 149 

Jaures, Jean 201 

Joan of Arc 66, 174 

Jefferson, Thomas 5, 12, 23, 25, 51, 


54 ff, 62, 74f, 80, 82f, 108, 146, 
26yf 
Jesus 69, 93, 198, 273 
Jodl, Alfred 258 
Johnson, Samuel 62, 265 
Jones, Tom 273 
Joseph II of Austria I 36, 1 55 
Josephine Beauharnais I 27 
Josephson, Mathew 28 I 
Juarez, Benito 4 
Julia 148 


Kant, Immanuel 192, 245 
Karageorvich, George I 56 
Charlemagne 307, 309 

Charles I of England 259 

Charles II of England 220, 229, 234 
Charles V of Germany 232 

Charles X of France 126 

Charles XII of Sweden 63, 128 


Catherine of England 232 
Catherine II of Russia 49f, 53, 131, 
155 
Katkov, Mikhail 193 
Kaufman, Theodore 87 f 
Kaunitz, Wenzel Anton Prince 189 
Kautsky, Karl 103 
Kee, Roger 42 
Keezer, Dexter 260 
Kemal Pasha 266 
Kemble, John Mitchell 197 
Kennedy, John F. 24, 97, 138, 245, 
287 
Kennedy, Joseph P. 245, 284, 287 
Kent, Tyler 285-291 
Kem(mayr|, Erich 102, 143 
Kerney, James 280f 
Keynes, John Maynard 139, 298 
Killinger, Manfred von 107 Kimmel I 
I 
King, Max 259 f 
Kipling, Rudyard 145, 208 
Kirkpatrick, Ivone 39f Kissinger, 
Henry 136 
Kitchener, Horatio Herbert 205 
Cleopatra 148 
Kneippenberg, Count 127 
Knigge, Adolf Baron von So 
Knut of Denmark 223 
Koc, Adam 293 
Korner, Theodor I 58 
Koestler, Arthur 173, 270 
Kolbenheyer, Erwin Guido 136 
Confucius 256 
Konopcezynski, Wladyslaw 128 f 
Constantine the Great 149 


Position 80 
LaFollette, Bob 2f, 12, 22-26, 28, 
69, 86,122, 1 59f, 200, 277, 
281, 309. 
LaFollette, Bob Jr. 240 
Langer, Bill 255 
Langer, William Leonhard 67, I 
97, 21 1 f, 247 
LaPierre, R. 115 
Lassalle, Ferdinand 103 
Laval, Pierre 44, 141 
Lee, Asher I 44 
Lee, R. E. 95, 274 
Leibniz, Gottfried Wilhelm von 
64, 170 
Leigh, Richard 11 8 
Lenin, Vladimirllyich 68f, 72, 74, 
109, 122f, 147, 165, 202f, 300 
LeRond 143 
Lesseps, Ferdinand de 142 
Lessing, Gotthold Ephraim 62, 65 
Lewis, C. S. 23 if 
Liebknecht, Wilhelm 103 
Lilienthal, Alfred 274 
Lincoln, Abraham 5, 69 t 80, 83, 
85, 105, 109 
Lincoln, Henry 118 
Lincoln, Robert 69 
Lindemann, s. Cherwell 
Locke, John 55, 75 
Lockhart, Bruce 264 Lomonosov, 
Mikhail Vasilievich62 
Louis-Philippe 6S, 126, 16S, 245 
Lowther, Gerald 26 1 f Luce, Henry 
36 
Louis XIV 46,49, 63 t, 74,119, 134, 


i69f, ISI, 183, 1S7, 233 
Louis XV 2S, 170, 234 Louis XVI 
20, 41, 45 f, 51, Sof Louis XVIII 1 34 
Luise of Prussia 1 74 Luther, Martin 
55, 63, 231 Lutz, Ralph Hasswell 247 


MacCaffrey, Wallace 232 
Machiavelli, Niccolo 25 Macmillan 2 
5 3 ff Madero, Francisco 4 Madison, 
James So Magellan, Fernando de 9 
Mahan, Alfred Thayer 9 Maiskys, 
Iwan 290 Malone, Dumas 26S 
Malthus, Thomas I I ff Mann, Thomas 
150 Marcus Aurelius 14S Marchand, 
Jean Baptiste 205 Marcus Antonius 
14S Mary of England 232 Mary S 
tuart 233 Marie Antoinette 20, 41, 51 
Marie Louise of Habsburg 126 
Marshall, John 25 Martin, James J. 24 
I 
Marx, Karl 67 ff, 71-74, 103, 105 f, 
i09f, 1 14f, 1iSf, 201 f, 300 
Matsuoka, Josuke 2 52f Mauk, 
Marelies 154 Maximilian of Mexico 
4 Maydell-Grabert, Josephine von 
9I 

Mazarin, Jules 64, 74, 1 70 Mazzei, 
Philip 25, S3 


Mazzini, Guiseppe 67-70, 105, 

109, 114, 127, 16S, 172, 306 
McKinley, Charles 24S McKinley, 
William 3, 6, Sf, 23, So Mehmed Ali 
6S, 172, 205, 209. 

Meinecke, Friedrich i64f Mellon, 
Andrew 29S 

Mencken 107, 197 

Menelik of Ethiopia 200 Mettemich, 








Klemens Prince of 

134, 136, i6Sf, 171, I73f Michael 
of Romania I 07 Mickiewitz, Adam 
130, 30S Mirabeau, Honore Gabriel 
Riqueti 

Count from 49, 52 
Moller, Wolfgang 183 
Moliere, Jean Baptiste (Poquelin) 
169 
Molotov, Vyacheslav Mikhailovich 
191 
Mommsen, Theodor 3 I 
Monk 22Sf 
Monmouth, Geoffrey of 197 
Monroe, James 3, S4 
Montaigne, Michel Eyquem de 
IOO 
Montesquieu, Charles de 6 3, 100 
Montgomery 1 5f 
Morgan, John Perpont 7 
Morgenthau, Henry SS, 2S2 
Morley, Felix 57 
Motley, John Lothsop loSf, 1 14 
Mountbatten, Philip von 1 52 Murat, 
Joachim 1 57 
Murray, Middleton 13S Mussolini, 
Benito 72, 101, 122, 

149, 15S 





Napoleon I Bonaparte 5, 60, 6S, 71, 
123-127, 129,135, 149,155, 1 57, 
165, 167, ISI, 195, 215, 221, 229f, 
234 

Napoelonlll. 126, 13S, 1S1, 187, 193 


Nelson, H. D. 41,151 
Neratov, Anatol 150 
Nero 148 


Nevius, Alan 1 37f, 144, 225 
Newton, Isaac 64 

Niebuhr, Barthold 31, 1441 
Nielsen, Fan<;ois 215 

Nietzsche, Friedrich 72, 81, 169, 
184, 266, 279 

Nicholas I of Russia 171 f, 206 
Noble, George Bemard 25 of, 279 
Norman, Montagu 298 

North, Frederick Lord 1 3ff, 2 1, 3 5, 
42, 49, 82 
North, Gary 73 
Noske, Gustav 103 
Noth, Martin 270 
Nu 252 








Oppenheimer, Robert 87 
Orlow, Gehriider 5 3 
Orwell, George 11, 305 
Osbome, John 208 


Pacifico, Don 87 

Paine, Thomas 266 

Paine, Tom 8 5 f 

Pakenham, Francis Aungier I 7 
Palmerston, Henry John Lord 87 
Pan, Mallet du 50 

Pasic 219 

Pasekevich 171 

Pastor, Ludwig 224 

Timpanist, Anna 107 

Paul I of Russia 5 3 

Paul of Yugoslavia 1 9 I 
Pauncefote, Julian 5 

Payne, Robert 73 

Peek, woman 48 

Peirce 149 

Petain, Philippe 21, 183 

Peter I of Russia 50, 128,131 
Peter II of Russia 5 3 


Peterson, Agnes 90 


Petrarch 1 47 

Philip II of Spain 232 

Pichegru I 24 

Pierce 80 

Pitt, William 52, 194 

Plamenatz, John 103 

Plato 71,117, 306 

Plautus 148 

Polignac, Jules Auguste Armand 
Marie Prince from 126 

Polk, James Knox 17, 80 

Ponsonby, Lord 239 f 

Possony, Stefan 69 

Pound, Ezra I 38, 149 

PreuB, Hugo 96 f, 309 

Priestly, J. B. 305 

Princip, Gawrilo 219 f 

Puryear, Vernon 136 

Puttkammer, Johanna von 107, 109 


Qesney, Fran<;ois28f, 56, 61, 100, 
105, 1 56, 308 


Racine, Jean 169 

Radowitz, Joseph Maria von 172 

Rai, Lajpat 15 4 

Ramsay, Archibald 290 

Ranke, Leopold von 31, 224 

Rassinier, Paul 89 ff 

Reagan, Ronald Wilson 21, 28, 38f, 
4I, 61, 85, 99,151 f, 300, 302f 

Reagan, Mrs. 15 2 

Record, George 28 I f 

Reed, Czar Thomas 2 5 f 

Reed, Tom 26 

Reiners, Ludwig I 37 


Remarques, Erich Maria 249 

Rhode, Gotthold 1 29 

Rhodes, Cecil 204, 208 

Rhodes, James Ford I 37 

Ribbentrop, Joachim von 39, 127, 
152 

Richard II of England 227 


Richard IT] of England 2 3 I 

Richelieu, Armand Jean Duke of 64, 
74, 170 

Knight, Gerhard 93 

Robert the devil 2 17, 227, 2 52 

Robert the Bruce 18 

Roberts, Lord 204 

Robertson, Priscilla I 60 

Robertson I 59 

Robespierre, Maximilien de 4 7 f, 56, 
65, 69, 79, 10s, I2iff 

RockefeUer 224 

Rogerson, Sidney B. 24of, 243 f, 246 

Romulus Augustulus 149 

Roon, Albrecht Count 17 5 

Roosevelt, Eleanor 88, 94, 1 52, 246, 
288 

Roosevelt, Franklin Delano 2, 7 f, nf, 
23 f, 29, 80, 85, 88f, 93ff, 99, II4, 
138, 146, IS2, 161, 163t 183, 18s, 
188, 225f, 236f, 24of, 243 f, 246, 
249, 255, 2 73, 2 79 f, 283-192, 
295 f, 299ff, 303 

Roosevelt, Theodore 3-1 2, 22 f, 2S f, 
48, 80, 86, 114, 140, 145, 152, 
191, 263, 273, 277 

Rothfels, Hans 93, 213 

Rothschild, Nathan 60, i8o, 182, 195 

Rothschild I7?f, 183, 188, 229, 269, 
274f 


Rourke, Constance 198 
Roush 162 
Rousseau, Jean Jacques VIf, 26-29, 


47, 52, 54, 56, 6if, 64-68, 70, 73 f, 


79, 82, 84ff, 96, 99 f, IOS- ITO, 
T12, 114, 119, I21f, 131, 133f, 169, 


172, 184, 201, 203, 272, 306, 308 


f. 
Rudin, Harry, 253 
Rudolf I of Habsburg 264 
Russel, Lord 1 84 
Rydz-Smigly, Edward 284 
Sahib Nana 163 
Salisbury, Lord 204, 2 1 4f, 246 f, 
256f 
Sargent, Porter 24%247, 253f, 270 
Sasonov, Sergei ISO 
Sauerbruch, Ferdinand I 50 
Sawyer, Philetus 26 
Scheidemann, Philipp 103 
Schirokauer, Amo 103 
Schlesinger, A. M. 225, 241 
Schmidt, Helmut 97, 104 
Schmitt, Bemadotte 2 55 
Schoeps, Hans-Joachim 175 


Zhukov, Georgy Konstantinovich301 


Schuschnigg, Kurt von 243 
Shuvalov, Peter 2 I I 


Schwarzenberg, Felix Prince zu 171, 


173 

Schwarzschild, Leopold 67 

Schwerin von Krosigk, Count Lutz 
226 

Scotland, A. P. 243 

Seneca 148 

Servet, Michael 66 

Sewart, Henry 70 


Shakespeare, William 47 f, 2 30 f 

Short I I 

Shubow, Plato so 

Shultz 97 

Sibley 58 

Sikorski, Wladyslaw 29 I 

Simovich 191 

Sinclair, Upton 284 

Singer, Isidor 119, 274 

Smith, Adam 28 

Smith, Gene 48 

Snow, John Howland 286 

Socrates 93, 117, 148, 306 

Sontag, Raymond 165, 213 

Soubise 52 

Spencer, Herbert 109, 113 f 

Spengler, Oswald 13, 3 1, 33, 51, 
118, 160, 234, 240 

Speranski, Mikhail 1 3 1 

Srbik, Heinrich Knight of ij6f 

Stadium, Johann Philipp 134 

Stalin, Joseph95, 99, 109, 158, 165, 
183, I90f, 202, 236, 243, 
284287290fL 297, 300, 303 

Stampfer, Friedrich 103 

Starr, Chester 146 f 

St. Clair 15, 19 

Stein, Karl Freiherr von und zum 
65 

Steuben, Friedrich Wilhelm von 
14 

Stolypin, Peter 1 50, 263 f 

Strafford, Earl of 2 59 f 

Ostrich, David Friedrich 3 1, 6 5 

Strings, Julius 125 

Suleiman the Magnificent 15 6 

Stindermann, Helmut I 3 7 

Swartwout 56 


Sweet, William W. 224 233, 282, 292 
Virchow, Rudolf 179 


Tabouis, Genevieve 43 Vivian, Lord 182, 194 

Tacitus, Cornelius 92,118, 147,265 Vogelweide, Walther von der 118 

Tatishev 133 Volkov, Anna 290 f 

Talleyrand-Perigord, Charles Voltaire, Franyois Marie Arouet 
Maurice 134,15 8, 169, 215 VI, 52,63-70, pff, 79, 84, 86, 103, 

Taylor, A.J.P.4if, 181 105, io8ff, 1 14f, 119, 15 8, 169f, 

Tedder, Arthur William 143 201 f, 309 

Teller, Edward 87 

Thatcher, Margaret I 52 Wagner, Richard 72, 115 

Theleu, David 159 Waldersee, Alfred Count von 178 

Thie®, Frank 2 58 Walewska, Maria 126 


Walewski, Count 126 
Wallace, Henry 8 5 
Walpole, Robert 66 
Washington, George 10, 13-16, 
I9f, 23,50,56, 66, 70,74-86, 105, 


Thoreau, Henry David 25, 122 
Thucydides 219, 265 

Timur 278 

Titus Flavius 269 f 

Toynbee, Arnold 11 8 


Treitschke, Heinrich von 165, 184 Ree ager B&F 143f 
Trevor-Roper, Hugh 3 5 f, 42 149 5 a 159 aa A 
Trotsky, Leo 300 Webster, Nesta 41-45 
Truman, Harry p. 37f, 87, 96f, 271, Weinlig no 

295ff, 303 Weishaupt, Adam 50 
Chernenko, Constantine 165, 202, Weizmann, Chaim 2 7 5 

300 Welch, R. 301 f 
Turban 150 Wellington 44, 60, 135, 180, 221 
Turenne 169 Welser 8 


Wertenbaker, Thomas Jefferson 1 6 f 
Valentin, Vitus 160 
Vansittart, Robert 43 
Vattel 80 
Vauban 169 
Veale, F. J. P. 215, 225 
Vergennes 7 9 
Vespasian 270 
Vico 71 
Victoria ofEngland 177, I79f, 196, 


Westphalen, Jenny von 7 3 

Wilde, Oscar 292 

William the Conqueror 217, 221 f, 
227, 252 

William of Orange 233 

William 1. of Germany 174177, 
179, 2!2 

Wilhem II of Germany 32, 39, 71, 
166f, 174, I?8ff, 2!0, 2!2, 235, 
263, 27! 

Wilson, Woodrow 4, 6, 8, 22, 43, 
48f, 72, 80, 142, !67, !88, 254, 
261, 267, 27!-284, 290, 309 

Windthorst, Ludwig 109 

Windsor, Wally Simpson 43 f 

Vlasov, Andrei 301 

Wolfe, Bert 25 

Wolfe, Thomas 248 

Woodward, W. L. 238ff, 246 

Wordsworth, William 44 


Yerkes, Charles i 13 


Zoberlein, Hans 310 


